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CHAPTER I 
THE BACKGROUND OF VARIOUS GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES AI"l<'EC'I'ING 
FEDERAL EMPLOYEl!;S E;MPLOYED OVERSEAS 
A "grievance", for the purpose of this report, is de-
fined as an employee's expressed feeling of dissatisfaction with 
aspects of his working oonditions and relationships which are 
outside his oontrol. A" grievanoe procedure", as the term is 
used herein, is a method used in determining the specific cause 
of a grievance in an effort to find the best way to remove the 
grievance. These definitions are given in the Federal Personnel 
Manual published for the guidanoe of Federal personnel offic-
ials;l the definitions given in the grievanoe procedures of the 
Federal agenoies discussed herein are based on those given in 
the Federal Personnel Manual, and are substantially the same in 
each agency. An "appeal", as the term 1s used herein, reters to 
a grievance carried beyond the lowest supervisory level by the 
aggrieved. 
1 'J'he defini tiona may be found in Chapter E-2, "Em-
ployee Relations-Grievanoe Procedures," Federal Personnel Man-
ual, U. S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D. C., n. "d., 
1. 
1 
2 
... 
"Federal employees" are those United States citizens 
who are civilian employees of the following nine Federal agencies, 
and who are employed in the territories and possessions of the 
united states and in other foreign areas: The Departments of the 
Air Force, Army, Navy, and Interior, the Departments of Agricul-
ture, Commerce, and state, the ·Panama Canal and Panama Railroad 
2 Company, and the Economic Cooperation Administration. 
~bi1e the annual report of the Civil Service Commission 
for fiscal year 1950 discloses that thirty-four Federal agencies 
had one or more employees stationed outside the United States,3 
a study of the grievance procedures of all thirty-four agencies 
is not warranted. In the first place, the operation of a formal 
grievance procedure requires, by its very nature, the presence 
of a relatively large g~ouP of employees in one locality_ Sec-
ondly, such grievances as do arise in anudl groups lend them-
4 
selves to informal adjustment on an individual basis, as may be 
2 'Jlhe Panama Canal and Panama Railroad Company are 
shown as two distinct agencies in the 67th Annual Report of the 
U. S. Civil Service Commission for fiscal year ending June 30, 
1950. However both agencies use a common personnel manual and 
grievance procedures, hence are treated herein as one agency; 
reference may be made to EmplOYment Information and Personnel 
Policies, 'l'he Panama Canal, '~'ashington, D. C., 1900. 
3 U. S. Civil Service Co~~ission, 67th Annual ReQort, 
Government Printing Office, Washington, D. C., 1951, 64-65. 
4 Civil Service Assembly of the United states and 
Canada, Employee Relations in the Public Service, Chicago, 1942, 
210. 
... 
expected. Consequently, only the grievance procedures of those 
agenoies having more tha.n two thousand employees ou·tside the 
united States are studied herein. While the number of two thou-
sand is an arbitrary one, an indioation of its suitability is 
found in the case of the Eoonomio Cooperation Administration. 
This agenoy has 3,487 employees outside the United States;5 how-
ever a letter from its Direotor of Personnel advises that "due 
to the smallness of the mission with many averaging 30 Americans 
per oountry, a very informal working atmosphere is possible.u6 
Having defined the terms and delineated the field of 
study, the baokground of grievance procedures affecting Federal 
employees outside the United States oan now be given. 
Grievanoe prooedures orIginate in, and constitute a 
major part ot, the broad field of employee relations. 7 This lat-
ter field, trom the point of view of the personnel administrator, 
is an aspect of personnel management which ta.kes account of em-
5 U. S. Civil Service Commission, 67th Annual Report, 
64. 
6 Letter trom R. L. Rupard, Director of Personnel, 
Eoonomio Cooperation Administration, November 1, 1951. The func-
tions of the Economic Cooperation Administration have since been 
absorbed by the newly created Mutual Security Agenoy, per letter 
from P"'red Zappolo, Personnel Division, Mutual Security Agency, 
Washington 25, D. C., January 4, 1952; see also U. S. Code Anno-
tated, Title 22, Sections 1651-1712. 
7 Frederick M. Davenport, ttWhy Personnel Offices Need 
:'Iiore Funds," Personnel Administration, Washington, D. C., Sept-
ember, 1939, 7. 
4 
ployees' reaotions to their work situations. 8 Management, 
whether publio or private, rightly devotes attention to employee 
relations beoause the quality of those relations determines the 
effeotiveness of a staff beyond the minimum of mere exertion. 9 
More speoifioally, employee relations and personnel 
management are oonoerned with ~uoh matters as reorultment, exam-
ination, posi tion-olassifioation, pay poli.oy, assignment of 
duties, supervision, training, promotion, disoipline, acoident 
oompensation, retirement, employee organization, morale, and 
safety.10 Sinoe all suoh personnel matters are related to wor\(-
ing condItIons and relationships, grievances may arise therein. 
Consider, for example, some of the con~on oomplaints adjusted in 
accordanoe with grIevance prooedures in the Tennessee Valley 
Authority: complaints arising In connection with compensation, 
disorimination and favoritism, promotions, transfers, inadequate 
reasons for removals and demotions, ratinRs, disoiplinary meas-
ures, incompetent or disagreeable supervisors, unsafe working 
oonditions, irregular hours, and supervisors failIng to criticize 
8 Civil ServIce Assembly of the United States and 
Canada, Emploi{ee Relations, 207. 
9 Ibid., 5. 
10 Leonard D. ~ite, Introduction to the Study of Pub-
lic AdminIstration, 3rd ed., New York, 1950', 3l~.· lJ'he first 
edItion of this work appeared in 1926, evidence of Mr. White's 
long assooiation with the field of public administration. 
5 
work prior to termination for unsatisfactory performance. ll 
The foregoing consideration of the field of employee 
relations, and the issues to be found therein, suggests some pre-
liminary ideas concerning the nature of grievance procedures as 
such. In the first place, any procedure striking so closely to 
the lives of employees, and which is related so closely to the 
morale and efficiency of a staff, is apt to receive considerable 
criticism. This fact follows quite naturally from the two major 
considerations inherent in a grievance procedure: (1) the de-
sire to give the administrative official enough latitude to en-
able him to build a good working force, and (2) the desire to 
protect the employee from unwarranted injury and to give him con-
fidence that his agency is a good place to work. 12 The specific 
procedures that are developed in view of these two considerations 
consequently reflect compromise; because there is compromise 
there is the probability of criticism. It was probably recog-
nition of this fact which impelled an Employee Relations Com-
mittee of the Federal Personnel Council to state that by defini-
11 Gordon R. Clapp, Direotor of Per'sonnel for the TVA, 
"/, New Emphasis in Personnel Adreinls tration," The Annals of the 
Amerioan Academy of Politioal and Social Soience, Philadelphia, 
Vol. 189, January, 1937, 116. 
12 Charles S. Hyneman, Bureauoraoy in a Democracy, 
New York, 1950, 407. Hyneman relates the two oonsiderations to 
removal, demotion, and discipline, but the considerations are 
both so distinct and broad that they may be related to other per-
sonnel matters involving grievanoe prooedures. 
6 
'" tion a sound grievance procedure is time-consuming and awkward, 
that "All in all a democratic grievance and appeals system 15 not 
trouble-free at best. n13 
Continuing this preliminary inquiry into the nature of 
grievance procedures, it can be seen in the second place and 
from the foregoing, that grievance procedures must stress the 
need for adjustment at the lowest possible organizational level. 
This is one of the two basic assum~tions underlying the adoption 
of grievance handling in both government and industry; the other 
assumption is that prompt and equitable adjustment is necessary 
for the most effective accomplishment of the work of any o'rgan-
ization. l4 Formal grievance procedures must, therefore, be 
viewed as an alternative to be used after attempts at informal 
adjustment, usually by the immediate sU:jervisor concerned, have 
failed. 15 
'~ith these oreliminary ideas concerning the nature of 
grievance procedures in mind, it is possible to begin a more 
specific examination of the various grievanoe procedures affeot-
13 Federal Personnel Council, U. S. Civil Service 
Comm.ission, Grievances and A~)T)eals, 1,7; mimeographed material 
prepared from Council discussion of Employee Relations Committee'j 
Report, March 1, a, and 15, 1951. This mimeographed material in-
cludes the ftDrart Report of Sub-Committee on Grievanoes and Ap-
peals" (pages 1-28), and letter of transmittal submitted to the 
Employee Relations Committee by the Sub-Committee. The Federal 
Personnel Counei1 1s located at 1826 K Street, Washington, D. C. 
14 Ibid., 11. 
15 Ibid., 14. 
,.... 
7 
ing Federal employees stationed outside the United States. This 
oan best be undertaken by posing two questions: (1) Is there a 
need for a study of these procedures? and (2) Wh,at is the statlls 
of grievance procedures affecting these employees? 
The first question may well be asked in view of the 
fact that the grievance procedures affecting Federal employees in 
the United States are one and the same as those which affect Fed-
eral employees outside the United States. 16 In view of this 
fact, are there reasons why the grievance procedures affecting 
the latter should be singled out for soecial study? An affirm-
ative answer, in which the reasons therefor fall into two categ-
aries, can be given: the answer is found in two considerations, 
the first a quantitative one, the second qualitative. 
With respect to the quantitative consideration, a stUdy 
of grievance procedures affecting Federal employees overseas is 
justified from a numerical point of view. Federal funds being 
spent outside the United States have grown considerably, in keep-
ing with the nation's foreign policy. The post-war foreign-aid 
programs of the Government involved expenditures durlnf the fi8-
16 'llhls knowledge was obtained through corresoondence 
with the Directors of Personnel of the nine agencies whose griev-
ance procedures have been included herein; no references to the 
fact that the same procedures ~overn both classes of employees 
were encountered in the material included in the bibliography 
herein. 
8 
cal years 1946-1951 of approximately thirty-billion dollars;17 
moreover about seven billion dollars were budgeted for foreign 
aid for fisoal year 1952, and nearly eleven billion have been 
budgeted for foreign aid programs 1n fisoal year 1953. 18 A rel-
atively new program, Point Four, whioh has been 1n operation 
only a year and a half, now numbers 216 projeots 1n thirty-four 
countr1es. 19 Among the agencies having the most extensive re-
sponsibilities under such a program we find the Departments of 
state, Agrioulture, Commeroe. Interior, and Army, all of whose 
grievanoe prooedures are studied herein. 20 The Commission on 
Organization of the Exeoutive Branoh of the Government, better 
known as the Hoover Commission, has pointed out that at least 
forty-five exeoutive agencies, in addition to the Department of 
Sta te, involved 1n the administration of foreign af1'airs. 21 were 
17 Compiled from report prepared by The Brookings In-
stitution for the Bureau of the Budget, Exeoutlve Offioe of the 
President, The Administration of Foreign Affairs and :Jverseas 
Operations, Government Printing Offioe, Washington, b. C., 1951; 
see table, page 30. 
18 Amerioa, national Catholio weekly, Norwalk, Conn., 
Vol. 86, No. 18, February 2, 1952, 461. 
19 Ibid., No. 19, February 9, 1952, 495. 
20 U. S. Department of State, Point Four, publioation 
3719, revised January, 1950, Government Printing Offioe, Washing-
ton, D. C., 1950, 41-42. 
21 The Brookings Institution, The Administration of 
Foreign Affairs, 1. 
9 
... 
The fact that programs were established, funds budgeted 
and agenoies assigned responsibilities for the execution of the 
programs, suggests that the number of Federal employees engaged 
1n the administration of programs outside the United States has 
grown. In the fiscal year ended June 30, 1940, there were about 
45,000 Federal employees emplor-ad outside the United States. 22 
Ten years later this number had grown to about 145,000,23 and by 
June, 1951, there were about 165,000 Federal employees employed 
outside the United States solely by the nine agencies inoluded 
in this report. 24 
The mere faot, however, that there has been an increase 
1n the number and size of programs overseas, and an increase in 
the number of employees administering those programs, does not 
in itself point out a need for a study of this nature. If the 
procedures in effect prior to the increase met the needs imposed 
by the increase, and were without criticism, there would be no 
need for such a study. Such, however, is not the case, as the 
qualitative consideration well shows. 
22 U. S. Civil Service Commission, 57th Annual Report, 
Government Printing Office, Washington, D. e., 1941, 139. 
23 Ibid., 67th Annual Report, 1951, 72. 
24 From a report by Senator Byrd, Chairman of the 
Joint Committee on Reduction of Nonessential Federal F~xpenditures. 
as quoted 1n U. S. Congress, Congressional Record, 82nd Cong., 
1st Sess., August 9, 1951, Vol. 97, No. 148, 9884-9885. 
10 
Current oriticisms of the quality of employee relations 
~nd grievanoe procedures in the Federal government comprise the 
qualita.tive oonsideration testifying: to the need of a study of' 
this nature. Criticisms pertinent to this ~epo~t can be grouped 
under three headlngs: those of a feneral nature, those relating 
to employee relations and personnel ma.nagement, and those re-
la.ting specifically to grievance prooedures now in effeot. 
With respect to those criticisms of a general nature, 
it is neoessary to point out, first of all, that the problem of 
effective employee relations in the Federal serVice 1s linked to 
the larger problem of reorganization of Government. Criticism 
of the l1~ldminlstrative branch" of the Government has been voiced 
for years, and is reflected in the history of tne Administrative 
Procedures Aot of 1946. 25 This Act took into acoount, in its 
reorganization efforts, such studies as ~ent into the 193? Report 
of the President's Corrmittee on Administrative Management, and 
the 1941 Report of the Attorney-General's Committee on Adminis-
trative Procedure. 26 The Administrative Procedures Act, however, 
was conoerned with the broader questions of reorganization; while 
it might well have been more specific with referenoe to suoh 
25 U. S. C., Ch. 324 • P. L. 404; see also U. S. Code 
Annotated, Title 5, seotions 1001-1011. 
26 House Report No. 1980, May 3, 194 6 , by the House 
Committee on the Judiciary on the Administra.tive Prooedure Act; 
see U. S. a., 1946, 1195-1206. 
I"""" 
11 
... 
questions as grievance ~rocedures in Federal agencies, it left 
such matters to the discretion of the agencies. Since the Act 
was passed in 1946, other demands for reorganization have been 
voiced by various civic and professional groups, the best known 
27 
of which is the Hoover Cocmission referred to previously. 
Criticisms of the qua~ity of employee relations and 
personnel management in the Federal service have oome from many 
quarters: Mr. l!Vllliam C. Doherty, president of the largest group 
of organized Foderal employees, the National Association of Let-
ter Carriers, has oharged that Government has failed to adopt 
personnel polioies lonp ago adopted by progressive private man-
28 
agement. Representative Rees, of Kansas, mentions many oom~ 
plaints reoeived by him ooncerning the lack of a uniform person-
nel policy.29 The Hoover Commission states that the turnover of 
Federal personnel is a major obstaole to stabilizing the career 
27 See, for example, Personnel Management, a report 
to the Congress by the Commission on Organization of the Execu-
tive Branch of the Government, February, 1949, Government Print-
ing Office, Washington, D. C. 
28 U. S. Congress, Congressional Reoord, 82nd Cong., 
1st Sess., August, 1951, Vol. 97, No. 150, Washington, D. C. , 
A5385. 
29 Ibid., No. 200, November 9, 1951, A7178. Repr. 
Haes believes more uniformity could be aohieved if the Civil Ser-
vice Commission required departments and agencies to adhere to a 
consistent, basic personnel policy "which reoognizes the Govern-
ment as a single employer." 
,.... 
12 
.., 
serviC6 ;30 moreover that 500,000 persons are recruited a year to 
fill vacancies caused by turnover, an indication of low morale. 31 
Similarly, Mr. Robert Ramspeck, Chairman of the Civil Service Com-
mission, in an address to the Civil Service Assembly of the 
united States and Canadll, pointed out that, in the midst of the 
heavy recruitment program being. conducted, the turnover rate 
among Federal employees is nearly thirty-six per cent per year; 
IISO far removed fro!:! Utopia did Pederal employees consider their 
employment that 321,291 of them quit their jobs 1n the year end-
ing last June 30. fl32 
lAany cri ti cisms of personnel adminis tra tion overseas 
have been made by the International Studies Group of the Brook-
ings Institution. An earlier study by the Hoover Commission dis-
closes why such criticisms were likely to occur: the Commi.ssion 
pointed out that f'Most of the problems relating to occupation, 
military fovernment, and assistance to other nations arose so 
rapidly that time did not permit ad.equate planning in terms of 
30 Personnel Policy Cornmittee of the Commission on 
Organization of the Executive Branoh of the Government, Programs 
for Strens:r.thening Federal Personnel Management, Government Print-
ing OffIce, Washington, D. C., 1949, 3-9. 
31 Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government, Personnel Managemen~, 5. 
32 U. S. Congress, Congressional Record, 82nd Cong., 
1st Sess., October 16, 1951, Vol. 97, No. 194, Washington, D. e., 
A6743. 
13 
.., 
our total responsibilities abroad. '133 'Jlhe Brookings lnsti tution, 
through its International Studies Group, discusses in detail the 
problems and needs of personnel administration overseas. The 
central problem derives from the assumption that the United 
states will continue to maintain large civilian staffs engaged in 
the exeoution of urgent and complex programs overseas. The prob-
lam itself, in the opinion of the Institution, is to determine 
the kind of personnel administration needed to recruit and retail 
overseas oivilian staffs. 34 The problem is as present complicate( 
by the existenoe of a half-dozen personnel systems made up of miN 
tures of traditional personnel polioies and extemporaneous meas-
ures. 35 Concerning this patchwork, the Institution has stated 
that "There is on all sides an impressive unanimity of judgment 
that the present medley of personnel systems oonstitutes an im-
portant drag on the effective conduct of foreign affairs pro-
grams.,,36 The personnel needs of overseas programs, reports the 
Institution, have g,reatly outrun the personnel maohinery devised 
33 A report to the Congress by the Commission on Or .... 
ganization of the Exeoutive Branoh of the Government, Adminis-
tration of Overseas Affairs, Government Printing Offioe, Wash-
ington, D.O., 1949, 3. 
893. 
34 The Brookings Institution, The Administration, 292-
35 Ibid., 292-296. 
36 Ibid., 301. 
14 
to operate under simpler conditions. 37 
Since the grievanoe procedures affecting Federal em-
ployees overseas are identical to those affecting ~domestic" em-
ployees, the third group of criticisms, those relating directly 
to grievanoe prooedures, can now be mentioned. Speaking in 1939, 
the Chairman of the Federal Coupoil of Personnel Administration 
(later oalled the Federal Personnel Council) remarked that there 
was a great di ffer-enoe in agency policies concerning employee re-
lations and grievances, a difference Uamounting to a chaos of 
plans. n38 The Civil Service Assembly of the United States and 
Canada noted. in 1942, a growinp demand from Federal employee 
organizations for the institution of permanent procedures to ex-
39 pedite the adjustment of individual grievances. A more recent 
study of the criticisms of grievance procedures disclosed, in 
1951. that about half of the critioisms came from management and 
half from employees; further, oomplaints about afency grievanoe 
procedures oharged that procedures were "oomplicated and time-
consuming; also 'teohnioal' and 'legalistio',n and that employees 
and supervisors got lost "in the maze of channels and prooed-
ures.,,40 The Sub-Oommittee on Grievanoes and Appeals in the Fed-
37 Ibid •• 292. 
38 Davenport, f'~;\'hy Personnel 01'1'ioes Need MOL'e bilnds t II 
Personnel Administration, September, 1939, 7-8. 
39 Civil Servioe Assembly, Emplolee Relations, 123. 
40 F1ederal Personnel Counoil, Grievanoes and Appeals, 4. 
15 
eral Personnel Council indicated the extent of dissatisfaction 
with existing prooedures in stating: 
Grievanoe and appeal procedures in the Federal servioe 
have in reoent :iears been under heavy critioism from em-
ployees, supervisors and top management off1cials of many 
agenoies, as well as from employee and veterans' organiza-
tions and individual Members and oorruni ttees of Congress. 41 
In view of the number and nature of the foregoing or1 tl· 
clams, an affirmative answer oan be given the first question 
posed previously: Is there a need for a study of grievance pro-
cedures affecting Federal employees overseas? 'I'he answer has its 
source in the demands that have been voioed for broad-scale re-
organization of the Government, in oritioisms of' employee relat-
10ns and personnel administration overseas, and in oritioisms of 
existing grievance prooedures. Still another souroe of affirma-
tion is found in the features peouliar to overseas employment: 
the relatively greater complexity and oost of the programs being 
administered, the i~portanoe of the work, the effect of U. s. 
citizen-employees' and their attitudes upon foreign citizenry, 
and the divers1ty of working conditions to be enoountered abroad. 
Consider, for example, the reasons given by the employees of one 
agency for going overseas: oultural, finanoial, and patriotiC 
motives were listed. Their reasons for leaving their overseas 
employment included: dissatisfaotion with rising living-costs, 
41 Ibid., 1. 
16 
IIhere-sickne"'ss", as opposed to "home-sickness", attributable to 
the poor condItion of the country, outcries against "over-organ-
ization lt , resentment over the need for forrr:al nermission to be 
married, to secure travel orders, entry perm.1ts, and special 
passes, the difficulty of finding homes, and dissatisfactions 
42 
concerning menus. 
The second question, posed to bring out some of the de-
tails of grievance procedures, was asked as follows: What is the 
status of grievance procedures affecting i"ederal employees out-
side the United States? Since the procedures are identical to 
those affecting Federal employees in the United States, an answer 
can be found in the ex.eoutive and legislative actions .relating to 
the latter. The Hoover Commission has pointed out that the sta-
tus of personnel management can be found in suoh actions;43 the 
status of grievance procedures, an integ'l"al part of personnel 
management, can also be found therein. 
However, before beginning an examination of the major 
executive and legislative actions which most clearly establish 
the status of grievance procedures, it would be well to bear in 
42 Paul G. Lutzeier, "maGUS Personnel--A Retrospective 
View,lf Personnel Administration, Washington, D. a., Vol. 11, No. 
5, May, 1949, 28-29. Mr. Lutzeier was Chief of the Employee 
Utilization Seotion, Office of Personnel; the agency referred to 
1s the Office of Military Government United states; the place, 
Germany. 
43 Commission on Organization of the Executive Branoh 
of the Government, Programs for Strengthening, 1. 
17 
l111nd a dictu~ of the Hoover CommIssion which holds that: 
Reco€mition of the limitations and obligations imposed 
by the Government as an employer is requisite to a real-
istic appraisal of Federal personnel management, since they 
establish boundaries within whioh any improvements must be 
aocomplished. 44 
Similar reoogni tion must be made lvith respect to griev-
ance procedures, since they are ,a part of personnel management. 
The boundaries within which grievance procedures have their be-
Ing, and within which improvements must be aooomplished, origin-
ate in the limitations and obligations imposed by Government as 
an employer. GrieVance procedures in Federal service, conseq-
uently, cannot be identical to those found in private industry 
owing to differences in the natures of the employers. 45 While 
there can be, and is, agreement as to' the basic assumptions un-
derlying grievance procedures,46 the details of their procedures 
must differ. Some of the limitations and obligations peculiar 
to the Government as an employer have been pointed out by the 
~oover Commission as follows: The Government must impose upon 
44 Ibid., 2 ... 3. 
45 Various ideas that have prevailed ooncerning the 
nature of the Government as employer may be found in Sterling D. 
Spero's The Labor Movement in a Government Industrz, New York, 
1924, Government ss Employe£., New York, 1948, and his monoe:raph ;n Carl Joaohim Friedrioh, et al •• Problems of the Amerioan Pub-
~1c Service, New York, 1935, 171-174. ,"-
46 Federal Personnel Oouncil, Grievances and ADfealS, 
11. In the opinion of the Sub-Corr~ittee there is little d ssent 
from the basic assumptions underlying the adoption of grievance 
procedures in Government and industry; the basic assumptions are 
given on page 6 herein. 
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itself many regulations to fend off pressures from those who 
seek special privilege or gain; it must prevent the employment 
of those whoso loyalty is open to question; it must prevent dis-
orimination against minority groups; its fisoal llianagement prao-
47 tices are under oontinuous scrutiny and ori ticism. '~ihat the 
limitations and obligations of the Government as employer are 
oonsidered to be by the Chief Executive and the Congress is dis-
ooverable 1n their offioial aotions. Oonsequently, those execu-
tive and legislative actions which most olearly deter-mine the 
status of grievanoe procedures and define their boundaries must 
now be givenj it is these aotions, as can be readily seen, that 
determine the nature of the various grievance prooedures affeot-
ing Federal employees outside the United States. Beoause the 
prooedures developed as a patohwork of special provisions of 
legislation or Executive order over a period of years,48 it be-
comes necessary to examine some of the pertinent patches at this 
point. 
~bile any seleotion of the basic authorities and reg-
ulations directly affecting the grievance procedures studied 
47 Oommission on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government, Programs._for Strenethenins, 2-3. 
48 This conclusion was reached by the Sub-Oo~~ittee 
on Grievances and Appeals of the Federal Personnel Oounoil in 
Grievances and ApR~~~s, 9. The conclusion becomes apparent from 
study of the procedures themselves, as found in Chapters II, III, 
a.nd IV herein. 
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herein is somewhat arbitrary,49 it is believed that the following 
basic authorities and regulations will be satisfactory for the 
task at hand. Accordingly, the principle authorities and regu-
lations which constitute the framework of development and admin-
istration of agency grievance and appeals procedures are outlined 
50 
as follows: 
The Lloyd-La Follette Act of 1912 contains the first 
affirmative legislation on employee ri~~ts and agency obligations 
in connoction with employee grievances. Its provisions are lim-
ited to removals and susDensions and cover the following points: 
(1) No employee may be removed or susoended except for such cause 
as will promote the efficiency of the service; the reasons for 
removal or suspension must be given in writing. (2) The employee 
is to be given notice of the action being taken against him, and 
(3) he 1s to be given a reasonable time in which to file his re-
01y.51 The Act, hailed as the Magna Carta of Federal employees, 
49 An indication of the amount of legislation directly 
affecting the civil service is given by Ralph S;~lvester Fjelstad, 
Congress and CIvil Service Legislation, 1933-1947, Unpublished 
Doctoral Dissertation, Northwestern University, Chioago, Illinois 
1948; some 600 bills were considered, or introduced for consid-
eration, during the period indicated. 
50 The list in this thesis contains all the authorit-
ies and regulations given as basic by the Federal Personnel 
Council, Grievances and Appeals, 2-4; for greater clarity, how-
ever, the Council's list has been supplemented herein. 
51 Ibid., 2. 
~-----------'"I 
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was in reality weak; the rights granted were vague and remedies 
were non-existent. 52 
Exeoutive Order 7916, issued in 1938, made the first 
oomprehensive approach to the problem of employee grievances in 
the Federal service. The Order required eaoh Federal agency to 
have a published grievance proc~dure for employees, and the Civil 
Service Commission was authorized to establish standards on the 
basis of whioh agency procedures were to be evaluated; moreover 
eaoh agency was required to submit its prooedures to the Commis-
53 
slon for approval. This Order, and the standards therein, was 
superseded by Executive Order 9830, in effeot sinoe 1947. 
The Hatoh Act of 1939, and subsequent amendments, re-
stricted the politioal aotivities of Federal employees and pro-
vided for the l«medlate removal of employees violating its provl~ 
Ions. 54 Bill No. HR 9023 of the Slst Conp.,ress, seeking to amend 
the punitive seotion of the Aot by permitting the Civil Service 
Commission to impose a penalty less than removal, but not less 
than ninety days' suspension without pay, was vetoed by the Pres~ 
52 Carol Afger, tt'rhe Government and Its Employees," 
Yale Law Journal, New York, May, 1938, 1115-1120. 
53 Federal Personnel Counoil, Grievanoes and ApEeals, 
54 Ch. 410, 53 Stat. 1148, August 2, 1939, Seo. 9A 
and (9a); see also amendment Ch. 640, 54 Stat. 767, in U. S. C., 
Title 18, seo. 6lh. 
55 dent. 
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The Performance Rating Act of 1950 continued the pro-
visions initiated by the Ramspeok Act of 1941, and permits Fed-
eral employees to appea.l their performance (efficienoy) ratings 
to boards of review which are not under the control of the em-
oloying agenoy.56 
, 
The Veterans Preference Act of 1944, Section 14, pro-
vides that veterans shall have the right to appeal certain types 
of adverse agency personnel aotions to the Civil Service Commie-
57 
sion. 
Executive Order 9835 of 1947 provided for the estab-
lishment of the Loyalty Review Board in the Civil Servioe Com-
mission. The Hatoh Aot of 1939 had given the Commission author-
ity, for the first time, to make anything like a oharaoter inves-
tigation ooncerning the loyalty of F'ederal employees. In 1942, 
President Hooseve1t gave to the Commission the rif'ht to refuse 
employment to applioants when an investigation showed there were 
"rea.sona.ble grounds" to render their employment suspeot; however 
55 U. S. Civil Service Commission, MaJor Civil 3erviq~ 
and Related Legislation Enacted During the Blst Congress, !~Iash­
ington,D. C., October, 1950, 1. See also U. S. C. Cong. Service 
Legislative History, St. Paul-Brooklyn, 1951, 3277-3278. l'he 
remarks for the veto, however, seemed to approve the prlnciple 
of the bill. 
56 Federal Personnel Gouncil, Grievances and Appeal~, 
3; see also Spero, Government as Employer, 412. 
3. 
57 Federal Personnel Council, Grievances and Appeals, 
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there was a raok of uniformity in the administration of the then-
existing provisions, and the Congress asked the President, in 
~946, to establish a committee to advise him on a revised pro-
Fram. Out of this committee's report there emerged Bxecutive 
order 9835 and the Loyalty Review Board. 58 It is the function of 
this board to review cases and ~o act on appeals made to it in 
connection with adjudication of oases involvinR loyalty under Ex-
ecutive Order 9635, Section 9A of the HatCh Act, or other rele-
59 
vant authority. Exeoutive Oroer 10241 later amended the orig-
inal Order to provide for IIreasonable doubtl1 concerning an em-
ployee's loyalty. This lessened the degree of proof required for 
judgment, but its practioal effeot was limited to applioants for 
employment_ since most of the incumbents had already passed 
60 through the program. 
Executive Order 9980 of 1948 provides that grievances 
involving charges of racial or religious discrimination can be 
apnealed to the Fair Employment Board of the Civil Service Com-
~ission.61 
58 Hiram Bingham, "Catching the Disloyal," U. S. News 
IX. World Report, "I/ashinfton, D. C., November 23, 1951, 24; Nil'. 
Bingham is Chairman of the Loyalty Review Board. 
59 U. S. Civil Service Commission, Organization and 
Activities of the United States Civil Service Commission, Pamph. 
No. 36, Government Printing Office, '~lashington, D. C., 1950, 10. 
~rogram,U 
9. 
60 Seth w. Richardson, tiThe Federal Employee Loyalty 
Columbia Law Review, New York, Vol. 01, May, 19b1, S55. 
61 Federal Personnel Council, Grievances and AEpeals! 
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BiIl No. Hll 7439 (Public Law 733), passed by the 8lst 
~ongress to protect the national security, permits summary suspen-
sion or termination of civilian officers and employees of certain 
"sensitive" agencies, including the Departments of the Army, Navy, 
62 ~nd Air Force, and the Department of State. This Public Law re-
pealed Public Law 739 (Ch. 739,,3ec. 3, 56 Stat. 1053, December 17 
~942) which provided for the summary dismissal of employees in thE 
Departments of the Army and Navy during W'or1d War 11.63 The pur .. 
pose of the present "security" law, Public Law 733, is to increase 
the authority of heads of agencies in sensitive activities to sus .. 
pend summarily bad security risks and to terminate their services 
if subsequent investigation develops facts whioh support such 
action. This bill was desiE~ed to protect the Government from 
employees who are loyal but careless;64 henoe while it is close1, 
related to the l'loyalty" program, it is distinct from it, at least 
in theory.65 The provisions of Public Law 733 permit the head of 
62 U. S. Civil Service Commission, Major Civil Service, 
2. 
63 See U. S. Code Annotated, Titles 5-6, footnote, 335. 
64 u. S. C. Cong. Service, Senate Report 2158 on liR 
7439, St. Paul-Brooklyn, 1951, 3278-3279. 
65 The distinction is maintained in the practical or-
der with great difficulty, judging from Mr. Binr~amts disclosures 
in "Catohing the DIsloyal," 22-27; with respect to the distinct-
ion in theory, note that Mr. Bingham states that liThe President, 
1n the last paragraph of Executive Order 9835, says, 'You will 
have nothing to do with security cases,.!1 (page 23). 
24 
... 
each of the sensitive agencies previously mentioned to suspend 
etnployees "in his absolute disoretion and when deemed necessary 
1n the interest of national seourity." Provided that to the ex-
tent the agenoy head determines that the interests of national 
security permit, the employee is to be notified and have an op-
portunity to reply; however the decision of the agency head 1s to 
be final. The prOVisions further provide that the permanent em-
ployee is to be given, after hi~ suspension and before his em-
ployment is terminated, (1) a written statement of charges, (2) 
an opportunity to answer, (3) a hearing, at the employee's re-
quest, by a "duly constituted agency authorized for this pur-
pose," (4) a review of his case by the agency before a decision 
adverse to the employee is made, and (5) a written statement of 
the agency head of the final decision. S8 
"lth respeot to the "securityff a.nd "loyalty" programs, 
which provided for the establishment of security and loyalty 
boards within the agencies, Mr. BinCham reports that the Depart-
ment of Commerce is the only agency having a separate security 
board; in other agencies the same board handles both types of 
cases. 67 
The last of the basic authorities and ref:ulations 
66 U. S. Code Annotated, Title 5, Seo. 22-1; Public 
Law 7Z/3 1s cited as "Act AUEust 26,1950, Ch. 803, Sec. 4,64 
Stat. 477." 
67 Bingham, !lCatching the Disloyal," 25. 
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I\fhich need mention can be called nCivil Service Cummission stand-
ards for agenoy grievance procedures." These standards derive 
from Executive Orders 7916 and 9830 previously mentioned. 68 By 
virtue of the various civil service laws, the Commission is given 
authority to prescribe oertain standards to be met by apencies, 
for example, standards with respeot to fair employment practices, 
as previously described. Further, the Commission is given auth-
ority for reviewing and deciding employee appeals from the fol-
lowing types of agency personnel actions: reductions-in-force, 
veterans. appeals, olassifioation appeals, loyalty appeals, and 
"fair employment It appeals. 69 
The foregoing laws and regulations vary in their ef-
feots on agenoy responsibility in grievance-handling. For example, 
the regulations of the Loyalty and Fair Employment Boards require 
full oonsideration of appeals within the agenoy before appeal is 
made to the Civil Service COIl'.mission; the Performance Hating Aot, 
however, and the Veterans Preference Act enable employees to ap-
peal to the appropriate Board of Review outside the agenoy before 
using agency procedures. 70 There is, in short, a multiplicity 
of channels in existenoe through which various types of grievancee 
68 Ii'ederal Personnel Council, Grievanoes and Appeals, 
3; the Council also lists "Civil Service Commission standards li a.s 
the last of its list of basic laws and regulations constituting 
the framework of agency grievance prooedures. 
69 Ibid., 25. 
70 Ibid., 26. 
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are to be taken. Many agencies, by virtue of the foreEoing laws 
and refulations, have separate channels for grievanees involving 
position classification, performance rating, removal, and dis-
orimination;7l the laws and regulations enable them to exclude 
such types of grievances from their regular grievance prooedures 
and to consign them to special channels. 
The regular grievance procedures affecting Federal em-
ployees outside the United States, which procedures govern the 
handling of the ordinary grievances arising out of working con-
ditions, now remain to be considered. 
71 Ibid •• 9. 
CHAPTER II 
STANDARDS FOR EFFECTIVE AGENCY 
GRIE;VANCE PROCEDURES 
There are several way.s in which the various grievance 
procedures affecting Federal employees overseas may be presented; 
each way, however, has its limitations. The procedures, for ex-
ample, could be presented according to the types of grievances 
involved. As we have seen, however, the basic laws and regulat-
ions allow agencies to exclude a number of grievance-types from 
1 their regular grievance procedures. A presentation by type of 
gI'ievance 1s further complicated by the fact that some agency 
procedures do not state explicitly what types of grievances are 
2 to be excluded from its procedures. Consequently, an attempt to 
present agency procedures in terms of grievance-types would nec-
essitate a len[thy statement of what types of gI'ievances, as far 
1 A total of eleven different t)pes of grievances are 
excluded from the procedures of the nine Federal agencies under 
consideration. 
2 The grievance procedure of the Department of the In~ 
tarior, for example, simply states that its procedures are to be 
utilized rlto solve the majority of the work relationship problems 
that occur;" see Department of the Inte.rlor Supplement to the 
Federal Personnel Manual, Chapter ID-E2 "Employee Relations, n 5. 
27 
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as it was possible to tell from the language employed, were to be 
exoluded, whether such exolusions were the result of statute or 
the exercise of agency discretion, the reasons therefor, and var-
ioUS other pertinent oiroumstanoes. Moreover the provisions of 
eaoh procedure would have to be given, point-by-point, on an in-
dividual basis, an effort which,would make anything like a com-
parative study difficult, if not impossible. 
The method of presentation selected for this study 
seemingly has relatively few limitations. Setting down, in the 
first place, the pertinent basic authorities and regulations 
serves several purposes: (1) there is no need to repeat them 
each time an agenoy procedure is discussed; (2) they point out 
the framework of development and administration of agency proced-
ures; and (3) they establish the fact that certain types of griev 
anoes are excluded from agency oonsideration by statute or by the 
exercise of administrative discretion on the part of the agency. 
These preliminary steps having been taken, the task of presenting 
the procedures established by the nine Federal agencies having 
more than two thousand employees overseas oan be begun. !J'he 
method employed oonsists of relating agenoy prooedures to the 
standards established by the Civil Service Commission for effect-
ive agenoy grievanoe procedures; these standards are the points 
oommon to all procedures. 
~he standards, eleven in number, are found in Chapter 
E2. '1Employee Rela tions ... Grievance Prooedures," of the P'edera.l 
29 
'" persopnel Manual previously referred to. 3 Some idea of the lat-
itude given the agenoies to enable them to develop grievance pro-
cedures within the fram(HYork of axis ting statutes and regulations 
is found in the faot that Chapter E2 is only two pages in length; 
moreover most of the space is used for the simple enumeration of 
the standards themselves. Chap-ter :82 states that the rCfulatory 
baokground of the ohapter 1s found in Executive Order 9830 refer-
red to on page 20 herein. The ohapte.r further states that, with 
respeot to the standards applied in the Commission's review: 
The Commission will apply the following standards in 
determining whether or not to approve a proposed grievanoe 
prooedure. Administrative procedures and details will, of 
oourse, differ from agenoy to agency, beoause of differenoes 
in pOints of view or in prevailing oonditions. 
Adherenoe to the letter and spirit of these standards 
should produoe a grievanoe prooedure which fill improve 
morale, working oonditions, and effioiency. 
The First Standard for an Effeotive AgeI}cy Gr1evanoe Procedure: 
Both supervisors and employees should have an opportun-
ity to take part in developing and formulating the procedure. 5 
This standard reoognizes the importanoe of securing 
3 This Manual is the official medium of the Civil Ser-
vioe Comm.ission for issuing its personnel regulations, instruct-
ions, and suggestions to Governm.ent agencies; it is printed 1n 
loose-leaf revisable form only, with revisions and additions beinE 
issued onoe every three months; further information oonoerning thE 
Manual may be found in Form INF-33, IIInformation About the Federal 
Personnel Manual, n Civil Service Commission, '~Iashlngton, D. C. 
4 Federal Personnel Manual, Chapter E2, (TS 286), E2-1. 
5 Ibid. 
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staff ooopera~ion and participation, a movement whioh began 
shortly after lNorld 'l\!'ar 1.6 The movement received oonsiderable 
impetus from various employee associations,7 but by 1942 the 
Civil Service Assembly spoke of the "comparatively undeveloped 
status of employee·management consultation in Amerioan govern-
ments. ItS That the movement for ,employee partiCipation in the 
development of agency grievance procedures 1s still in a some-
what rudimentary stage oan be seen in a comment of t.he Sub ... Com-
mittee on Grievances and Appeals: • • • there is plenty of 
evidenoe that employees and employee unions laok oonfidenoe in 
the grievanoe maohinery of individual agencies and are anxious 
to preserve and extend existing rights of appeal outside the 
employing agencies. It (itz.aphasis added) .. 9 
or the nine Federal agenoies whose grievanoe procedures 
are studied herein, no prooedure makes ~~ explicit statement en-
oouraging employee partiCipation in developing the procedures .. 
Perhaps the Department of the Air Force oomes closest to meeting 
this standard in stating that employees should be encouraged tlto 
6 ~J!!illiam E. Mosher and J. Donald [< lng-sley" Public 
Personnel AdministratioIl:, 2nd ed., New York, 1936, 473. 
7 For the part of employee associations in the move-
ment, see Chapter VII, Civil Service Assembly, Employee Relatio~ 
or Sperots Government as EmEloler; nearly all books on publIc ad-
ministratIon mentIon the movement and employee associations. 
8 Civil Service Assembly, Emplo:{EH! Hela tions, 221. 
9 Federal Personnel CounCil, Grievanoes and Appe.al.~, 
4. 
r=.___-_____ ------, 
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make known their attitudes, opinions, and recommendations on 
matters affecting the conditions of their employment_" lO 
Since grievance prooedures are not static in nature, 
they should contain provisions encouraging employee partioipation 
in their development. Such participation oould be aocomplished 
on an individual basis through use of a Ilsuggestion box". and on 
a group basis through committee aotivity in employee associat-
ions. 
The Seoond Standard: 
The Director of Personnel of the agency, or some other 
appropriate official, should have full l'esponsibility for the ad ... 
ministration of the prooedure; he should maintain an "open-door" 
policy.ll 
'l'his standard origins. ted from the 1937 President's Com-
mittee on Administrative Management whioh recommended that an E:x-
eoutive Order be issued establishing grievance prooedures in 
12 Wederal agenoies_ Aooordingly, Executive Order 7916 was is-
sued bJ President Roosevelt in 1938, as desoribed on page 20 
herein. This Order established a personnel division in eaoh of 
10 Air Force Manual 40-1, Chapter AF E2, Deoember 27, 
1949, TS 11, Seotion 1, paragraph 2. 
11 Federal Personnel Manual, Chapter E2, 'lIS 286, E2-1. 
12 See Part II, I'Studies of Administra tive Management 
in the Federal Servioe," by Reeves and David, in 'fhe President's 
Committee on Administrative Management, Government Printing Of-
fice, Washington, D. C., 1937, 59-133; note page 115 especially. 
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the major agdhcies. 13 Executive Order 9830, which brought 7916 
up to date and superseded it, puts the responsibility for pe~son­
osl management upon the head of the agency, who is directed to 
appoint a director of personne1.14 This latter official is to 
establish grievance procedures which are to take effect after 
they reoeive the official appro~a1 of the Civil Service Oommission 
and the head of the agency.15 
Examination of the grievance procedures of the agencies 
under consideration reveals that the Directors of Personnel, or 
equivalent officials, are given, either explicitly or implicitly, 
full responsibility for the administration of the procedures. 
The procedures of four of the agencies, however, warrant special 
comment: (1) The procedure of the Department of the Army con-
tains a provision that installations 1n the "field", 1. e., out-
side '~Iashlngton, D. C., 16 may publish such supplementary in-
structlons as are considered necessary; however any desired de-
viation from the procedures outlined by the Department is to be 
13 Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government, Programs for Strenfthening, 2. 
14 u. S. C. Cong. Service, 80th Cong., 1st Sess., 
1947, st. Paul, Brooklyn, 1947, 1973-1974. 
15 Federal Personnel Manual, Chapter E2, E2-1. 
16 The "field service l1 includes officials and employees 
outside the headquarters force (the "departmental service ll ), scat-
tered about the country and in foreign areas; these terms are 
widely used and may be found in Hyneman, Bureaucracy in a Democ-
racy, 392; see also Harry B. Mitchell, IIGivil Service,n Encyclo-
pedia Americana, New York-Chioago, 1949, Vol. 7, 3. 
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submitted to~the Department Personnel Division for prior ap-
proval.l7 A provision of this nature insures a measure of con-
sistency and e~uity in the administration of grievance procedures 
in the field and should consequently be incorporated into the 
procedures o.f the other agencies. (2) The procedure of the 
Economic Cooperation Administra~ion mentions that information on 
appeal procedures can be obtained from the D1rector of Personnel, 
designated members of h1s staff, lIor by personnel offic1als over-
seas. nlB Th1s 1s one of the few refer-ences made by any of the 
agencies to overseas personnel. (3) ~~ile most of the proced-
ures of the agencies stress the advisory role of personnel of-
ficials, the Department of Commerce allows personnel officers, 
under certain conditions, to "investigaterl grievances 1n an ef-
fort to reach an equitable decision,19 thus extending their ad-
visory role. (4) The Department of the Interior, on the other 
hand, fails to mention the role of personnel officers; moreover 
bureau heads are asked to delegate authority for administering 
the procedures to certain managers and supervisors,20 thus weak-
ening the constructive role that could be QN~Y; r~~o.~?~l 
I ,.S)-· 
f_ i _J :V C-.. \~,,,t. LJI\:r\/ _. - \ '\) 
17 Department of the Army Oivilia Personl1a-ln-fiegula-
ions No. E2, November, 1948, Section I, parag ~~ 
~AR'l 
1B Economic Cooperation Administration, Adm stra-
tive Instructions Manual, June, 1949, 3. 
19 Department of Commerce, Manual of Orders, Part 2, 
Administrative Order No. 202-2 (Amended), May, 1949, Section 3. 
20 Department of the Interior, Supplement to the Fed-
eral Personnel Manual, Chapter ID-E2, March, 1951, 5. 
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employees. 
While the procedures of all agencies imply that an 
"open door" policy is maintained by Departments of Personnel, its 
maintenance is best insured by equitable grievance procedures. 
1V1th respect to industry, Richard P. Calhoon, a former industrial 
personnel director, has said "Companies delude themselves when 
they say employees know that the boss's door is open at all 
times ••• employees are reluctant to go over their supervisor's 
head--and wi th good reason.,,21 The same can be said of {4'1ederal 
agencies and their employees. 
The Third Standard: 
There should be a simple and orderly method of griev-
ance handling whereby the employee may present his grievance 
within the agency to his own supervisor and carry it up the line 
of authority, if he feels it is warranted, to the head of the 
agency.22 
i'he various Erievance procedures affecting Federal em-
ployees overseas can be seen most clearly in terms of this stand-
ard, particularly if a certain amount of detail is excluded from 
consideration herein. While the exclusion of detail deemed ir-
relevant is somewhat arbitrary, an effort will be made to secure 
21 Richard P. Calhoon, Problems in Personnel Adminis-
tration, New York, 1949, 356. 
22 Federal Personnel Manual, Chapter E2, E2-l-2. 
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clarity of p~esentation without sacrificing the letter or spirit 
of the procedures. To this end, therefore, the procedures are 
first discussed according to the four stages of grievance-hand-
ling that are common to the procedures of all nine agencies. 23 
(1) 'I'he first stage: the employee brings his €rievance 
to the attention of his im~ediate supervisor. 
The procedures of all nine agencies stress the import-
ance of satisfactory adjustment at this point, the point consid-
ered by both government and industry to be the most logical and 
effective. 24 Adj~stment at this stage is generally spoken of as 
"informal" and grievances are not reduced to writing; conversat-
ion between the employee and his im~ediate supervisors constit-
utes this first stage. The Federal Personnel Council, through 
its Sub-Committee on Grievances and Appeals, indicates the import 
ance of attempting adjustment at this stage when it states that: 
It is a necessary assumption of formal grievance pro-
oedure that the great majority of employee oomplaints and 
dissatisfactions will be informally adjusted between the 
employees and supervisors direotly ooncerned, long before 
they reach the stage of furmalized grievances. 'llhe import-
ance of resolving grieVances between those most direotly 
23 The Hoover Commission outlines the grievance pro-
cedure of a large Fe(!eral agency (un-named) in a similar manner; 
the Co~~issionts chart, however, shows five stages of grievance-
handling, rather than the four shown herein. Since one of the 
stages is intended primarily for e.mployees in the United States 
(the fourth stage of the Commission chart), it has been orr~itted; 
see Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the 
Government, ProPFams for ,strengthening, Chart X, 65. 
24 Federal Personnel Council, Grievances and Appeals, 
11-13; see also Calhoon, Problems, 350-352. 
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concerned cannot be over-emphasized. 25 
The great majority of grievances are. in fact, inform-
ally adjusted at this first stage. Most of the appeals reaching 
the "formal tl stages of a procedure are appeals of a serious na-
ture, usually involving suspension. demotion, or removal. 26 
Because resolution of ' grievances at this stare saves 
time and money and preserves the employment relationship which 
would be disrupted by "winning'· or "losing" 8. case before an ap-
peal board,27 agencies should train their supervisors in the 
techniques of grievance-handling. 
(2) The second stage: if a satisfactory adjustment is 
not reached in the first stare, the employee brings his griev-
ance to the supervisor next highest 1n authority. 
There is some variation in the procedures of the 
a.gencies as to how this stage is to be administered. The Depart-
ment of the Army and Air Force permit the grievance to be pre-
sented orally; the Departments of Commerce and State. 28 and the 
Economic Cooperation Administration require the grievance to be 
14. 
25 Federal Personnel Council, Grievances and Appeals. 
26 Ibid., 5. 
27 Ibid •• 14. 
28 Department of State, Hegulations and Procedures on 
the Adjustment of Grievances. 382, dated Maroh 11, 1949, section 
382, 2. 
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presented in "'viri ting; the Departments of the Inter-ior and 
Navy,29 and the Department of Agriculture,30 make the method of 
presentation optional; the Panama Canal and Panama Hailroad Com-
pany31 is silent on the matter. ~:rhile reducint'> the Erievance to 
wri ting clarifies the issues, it may also shar-pen them, a factor 
which management considers in d~termining the time at which the 
grievance should be reduced to writing; such determination, 
therefore, is rightly left to the discretion of the agency.32 
Two of the agencies, the Panama Canal and Panama Rail-
road Company, and the Department of the Navy, permit the em-
ployae to request a hearing by the supervisor in charge of the 
office or shop. Since the procedures of both agencies provide 
for a hearing by a grievance board in the third stage of the 
procedure, there would seem to be little value in a hearing by 
an individual at this point. 
(3) The third stage: if the supervisor to whom the 
grievance is presented in the second stage cannot make an ad-
justment thereof which is satisfactory to the employee, the em-
ployee brings his grievance to the head of his bureau, office, 
------,,-
29 Department of the Navy, Navy Clvillan Personnel 
Instructions, 80, May, 1948, 2. 
30 Department of Agriculture, Personnel Relations 
Appea.ls Procedure, Chapter 45, 648. 
31 Panama Canal and Panama Railroad Company, Em-
ployee Relations, Chapter E2. 
19. 32 Federal Personnel Council, Grievances and Appeals, 
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or installatIon for formal hearing before an appeal board. 
The Sub-Comr.littee on Grievances and Appeals has pointed 
out that "!<'rom the standpoint of both management and the employee 
the hearing is the keystone of the grievance procedure. 1133 The 
procedures of all agencies except the Department of State provlde 
for a hearing in this stage. 1'.I:;1is latter Department provides 
that an aggrieved employee is to seek adjustment "informally" 
through correspondence in supervisory channels leading up to the 
chief of his diVision or the director of the appropriate office; 
the next stage provides for a formal hearing before a committee 
on appeals established by the Chief of Departmental Personnel, 
in the name of the Assistant Secretary of State for Administra-
tion, whose docsion is the final one. 
As has been previously mentioned, a hearing is the key-
stone of the grievanoe procedure. A hearing, however, obviously 
means little to an employee unless he has oonfidence in the im-
partiality of the hearing body. As the Sub-Committee on Griev-
ances and Appeals has concluded, "impartiality" is largely de-
fined in terms of the manner by which members of hearing boards 
are seleoted. It 1s important, therefore, that the manner of 
selection, as prov1ded for in the procedures of the agencies 
under survey, be analyzed. 54 
33 Ibid., 20. 
34 Ibid., 20-21. 
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Two methods of selecting the members of hearing boards 
are encountered in the procedures of the eight agencies employ-
ing this third stage of grievance-handling. The first method 
provides for some form of employee participation in the select-
ion of members: In the Department of Agriculture, management 
seleots one member, the apgrieved employee selects one member, 
and these two members select a third; in the Eoonomic Cooperat-
10n Administration a similar method is employed, the appropriate 
overseas official selecting the first member, the appellant the 
second, with the third member being named by the first two. The 
Panama Canal and Panama Railroad Company f,rants a hearing before 
the division or bureau head in this third stage, but provides 
for employee participation in the selection of a grievance oom-
mittee in the fourth stage. This committee is composed of two 
members, one of whom is appointed by the Governor-President, the 
highest office in the organization, while the second member is 
chosen by the appellant from an employee panel; this panel of 
employee representatives is established by the Governor-President 
upon nomination by organized groupsof employees, including labor 
unions, and by direot eleotion among other employees. 
The second method of selecting members of hearing 
boards provides for selection by management: In the Departments 
of the Interior, the Army, Air Force, and Na.vy the members of 
the boards are appointed by management; in the Department of Com-
meroe, the members are nominated by mana.gement and appointed by 
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the Director~of Personnel. This method of selection does little 
to assure the aggrieved employee that his appeal will be heard by 
an impartial board. In the words of the Sub-Committee on Griev-
ances and Appeals, "Unilateral selection by management subjects 
the board to suspioion of manae:ement domination and detracts 
from its prestige as a faot-finq.ing group.,,35 As was evident 
from the first standard of an effective agency rrievance proced-
ure, employee participation in the development of procedures is 
of value and should be recognized. The above-named agencies that 
do not provide for such employee partiCipation oonsequently can-
not be said to be abiding by the spirit of thIs third standard. 
l~lhile they meet the requirements of the letter, they neglect the 
spirit. 
The method of selection provided by the Panama Canal 
and Panama Railroad Company, in which selection is made from a 
standing panel, orfers certain advantages not found in other pro-
cedures. In the first place, it encourages employee 1nterest and 
partiCipation, for the employee representatives are secured from 
oreanlzed groups and by direct election from non-organized em-
ployees. Secondly, selection from a panel encourages the estab-
lishment of both a specialized and well-qualified hearing board, 
for the panel can be made up of persons who have been chosen by 
management and employees beoause of their fami11arity with various 
35 Ibid., 21. 
41 
Organizatiofis and problems. 
The Department of the Navy Grievance Appeal Board, es-
tablished to assist the Under-Secretary of the Navy, while it is 
not demooratioally ohosen, also furnishes an example of a more 
or less speoialized hearing board. 'This Board oonsists of three 
appointed members, two from th~ Personnel Division, and one from 
the bureau or offioe concerned 1n the appeal, e. g., the Bureau 
of Ships, or the Bureau of Aeronautios. 
(4) The fourth stage: if satisfaotory adjustment has 
not been aohieved at the third stage, the aggrieved employee ap-
peals to the head of the agenoy, or an equivalent offioial, for 
review and final deoislon. 
Normally, review is made on the basis of the record; 
however the Department of the Navy provldes for another hearing 
at this higher level (desoribed above) if suoh hearing is re-
quested by the employee, and provided that in the opinion of the 
hearing board additional information is necessary. The Depart-
ment of Commerce stipulates that it will review a case only to 
the extent necessary to determine whether the basic prinCiples 
and procedures have been adhered to; this stipulation, in which 
a kind of negative force is implied, is not calculated to in-
spire employee confidence, particularly in view of the fact that 
the Departmentts hearing board 1n the third star,e is nominated 
by management. 
The four stages of grievance-handling just described 
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represent agency efforts in adhering to the standard requiring 
the existenoe of a channel in which a grievance may be carried 
through successively higher stages of authority to the head of 
the agency. From the foregoing description it would appear that 
each agency had, in fact, established a relatively simple and 
orderly procedure for handling all grievances that might arise • 
. 
However, this is not quite the ease. As was indicated in Chapter 
I, grievance-handling in the Federal service developed as a patch .. 
work of special legislation and Executive order over a period of 
years. As a result, agencies are not required to have a singl~, 
simple, and orderly procedure for handling grievances; as may be 
ascertained from the basic laws and regulations given earlier, 
at,encies are ennabled to have a separate channel for grievances 
involving position classification, performance-rating, racial and 
religious discrimination, reduction-in-force, and various other 
personnel matters in which they may exercise administrative dis-
oretion. The result: a multiplicity of channels exists, a source 
of confusion to employees, supervisors, and agency officials, and 
a cause of general dissatisfaction. 56 The improvement of written 
grievance procedures could well begin with this situation, es-
pecially since the integration of separate procedures and channels 
does not require any changes in Civil Service regulations. 57 
36 Ibid., 9. 
37 Ibid., 17. 
l 
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Loyalty case!, being an exception, would continue to be handled 
as such. 38 Improvement, in short, could be made within the 
frame-work of existing laws and regulations through the issuance 
of a directive calling f'or a unified r;rievance and appeal system 
by the CIvil Service Commission. 
An examination of the, preceding three standards and 
relevant agency provi'siona indicates that grievanoe procedures 
as a whole indicate a reluctance toward securing employee part-
icipation in developing and formulating the procedures them-
selves. Regulations arising, at least in part, fro~ within a 
froup are more likely to be accepted cooperat1vely than those 
imposed upon the group from the top down. For this reason, and 
because supervisors and employees have a knowledge of working 
condItions and relationships not accessible to top management, 
both supervisors and employees should be encouraged by the pro-
visions of grievance procedures to partiCipate in their develop-
ment. 
~bere field installations are allowed to deviate from 
the agenoy's procedures, prior approval by agency personnel o£-
ficials of such proposed deviation should be made mandatory in 
the interests of consistency and equity. 
The grieVance procedures as a whole rightly put the 
task of making the procedures work effectively upon the personnel 
38 Ibid. 
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di visions ofl> agenoies. 'r'ne role of personnel officials is that 
of staff officers, 1. e., an advisory body concerned with the in-
terpretation a.nd application of frievance procedure provisions 
and other personnel matters. Agenoies that inoline to extend the 
role of personnel offioials into investigative and arbitrative 
bodies run the risk of loosing employee confidence in these 01'-
fioials. 
The existence of an "open door policyll is not of it-
self able to inspire employee oonfidence; such a policy must be 
lmplemented with equitable grievance prooedures. 
The grievanoe procedures of the various agencies pro-
vide a relatively simple and orderly method, exoept for the quest-
ion of exolusions, whereby an af~rieved employee is able to pre-
sent a grievance within hi~ agency to his im.."l1ediate supervisor 
and oarry it up the line of authority to the 'head of the agenoy. 
Procedures rightly stress the importance of adjustment at the 
supervisory level; oonsequently agenoies that do not train their 
supervisors in the teohniques of grieviJ.nce handling should do 80. 
Beoause a hearing 1s the keystone of the grievance pro-
cedure, and beoause a hearing means little to employees who do 
not have oonfidence in the impartiality of' the hearing committee. 
employees should be permitted to partIcIpate in the seleotion of 
members to serve on this oo~mittee. Selection should be from a 
panel established through employee-employer cooperation, with due 
regard not only for the impartiality of panel members, but also 
45 
.., 
for their knowledge of particular organizations and problems; 
this would insure not only an impartial hearing bodt, but a well-
qualified one as well. 
If an adequate hearing is conducted at a level below 
that of the agency head, the:-'6 does not appear to be any advan-
tage to the parties ooncerned in holding an additional hearing 
within the af:.enoy at any agenoy-head level. However, the 6Inploye 
who allee::es, wi th offer of proof, that his rights have been v 10-
lated at the hearing level should be given the right to a review, 
on the basis of the reoord, by the afency head. 
A multiplicity of grievance-handling channels exists 
amone the agencies. Agencies can and should integrate their sep-
arate procedures into a unified system. Loyalt~ cases, a unique 
type of grievance, should oontinue to be handled as suoh. 
The various grievanoe procedures affeoting F'ederal em-
ployees overseas, and the relations~ip of the procedures to more 
standards of effective procedures, are examined in Chapter Ill, 
which follows immediately. 
.., 
CHAPTER III 
SllANDARDSFOR EFFECTIVE AGENCY GRIEVANCE 
PROC£<.:DUHES, CONTINUED 
The Fourth Standard for an Effective Agency Grievance Procedure: 
, 
The procedure must recognize the responsibility of sup· 
ervisors at all levels to receive and aot fairly and promptly on 
all grievances; further, that supervisors must be given the auth-
ority to oarry out this responsibility. 
The procedures of all the agencies under consideration 
give recognition, either explIcitly or implicitly, to this re-
quirement. The Department of State and the Economic Cooperation 
Administration, while recognizing the responsibility of super-
visors to receive and act fairly and promptly on gr!evances, do 
not go into detail in the matter. The other agenc;ies acknowledge 
the responsibility of supervisory personnel in more detail, as 
may be seen in the following provisions: The Department of Com-
merce relates the responsibility in grievance handling to the re-
sponsibility of maintaining good employee relations in general; 
basic responsibility therefor rests with first-line supervision, 
which is directed to give continuous, careful attention to all 
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phases of em~loyee relations. 
The Panama Canal and Panama Railroad Com9any states 
that the ability of a supervisor will be measured to a large ex-
tent by his ability to carry out agency personnel policies and to 
adjust grievances in accordance with agency procedures. The De-
partment of the Navy, moved perhaps by similar ideas, requires al] 
levels of supervisors to be trained in their responsibilities wi~ 
respect to grievance handling; however it discloses that the in-
itiation of a rrievance in good faith is not to be considered a 
reflection upon elther the supervisor or the employee. 
The Department of Agriculture, like the Departments of 
the Navy, Air Force, and Army, specifioally states that employees 
presenting grievances are to do so free of restraint, coercion, 
discrimination, and reprisal. The Department of Agriculture and 
the Department of the Navy provide that disciplInary action is to 
be taken where supervisory personnel have discriminated against 
employees presenting grievances. The possibility of discrimina-
tion against an emplo-yee whose grievance has been found justifi-
able has been lessened somewhat by the Department of the Army; 
this agency spells out in some detail the need for remedial action 
to be taken by the installation in order to avoid a repetition of 
the same type of grievance arising again. 
While all of the procedures stress the importance of 
the supervisor'S role in grievance handling, nothing is explicitly 
given as to their authority in effeoting adjustments. It is as-
48 
gumed, ap9arently, that supervisors know the lengths to which 
they may go in fulfilling the responsibilities given them. 
The Department of the Navy takes an excellent approach 
to meeting this fourth standard by reason of the following: (1) 
it recognizes that conditions conducive to employee dissatisfact-
1 ion will arise in any organization, (2) it recognizes the im-
portance of bringing to light and adjusting grievances promptly 
through the use of effective grievance procedures, (3) it states 
that benefits oan be derived from so doing, and that these bene-
fits are in direct proportion to the skill and good Judgment ex.-
ercised by supervisory personnel in grievanoe handling. and (4) 
it provides that such personnel are to be trained in grievance 
handling. I t is recommended, therefore, that other a!-:encies fol-
low suit, supplementing their grievance procedures with a super-
visor's handbook on grievance handling; however suoh a handbook 
should not be confined to the single topiC of grievance handling, 
but should be designed to promote good employee relations in gen-
eral. 
The Fifth_Standard for an Effective Procedure: 
In the case of a grievance carried beyond the super-
1 The Civil Service Assembly sees this condition as 
arising from the employeets struggle to retain his individuality; 
see Employee Relations, 1-2. Mosher and Kingsley also share the 
opinion that "Where any considerable group of human beings are 
thrown together intimately, maladjustments are bound to arisell 
regardless of how well the organization is run and how up-to-date 
its housing and equipment are; see Public Personnel Administra-
tion, 4'79. 
-
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visor, all facts pertaining thereto should be in writing; decis-
ions rendered are likewise to be in writing. 
As was pointed out on pages 36 and 37, there is some 
variation in the procedures of the different agenoies as to the 
exaot point at which grievanoes are to be reduced to writing. 
In general, however, a grievanoe. is to be reduced to writing 
after it has passed the immediate supervisor's stage. Agenoies, 
1n fixing the time at which the grievance is to be reduced to 
writing, are governed by two considerations: (1) an oral pre-
sentation of a grievance makes for informality; consequently em-
ployee-supervisor relationships are more easily maintained. (2) 
An oral presentation is prone to be ambiguous; reducing it to 
writing makes it less ambiguous--but doing so may intensify feel-
ing and hence aggravate the situation. 2 The grievance prooedures 
of the aEencies under consideration indicate an awareness of these 
two considerations with respect to timing the written presentatior 
of grievanoes. The Grievances and Aopeals Sub-Committee of' the 
Federal Personnel Council has recommended that all grievances be 
reduced to wri ting 'tfor presentation to the hearing board, or at 
an earlier stage if oircumstances make it advisable.,,3 This 
recommendation has been observed by the agencies studied herein. 
2 Federal Personnel Council, Grievances and Appeals, 
19. 
3 Ibid. 
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Tbe Sixth St~dard: 
- Prior to the time the head of the agency makes his 
final decision, a.n employee should be given an opportunity to 
present his case to either a permanent or an ad hoc board whose 
recommenda.tions should be advisory and designed to guide the head 
of the agency. 
As has been pointed out under the remar>ks on the third 
standard concerning the stages of grievance-handling, all the 
agencies under discussion provide for a hearing when the priev-
ance cannot be satisfactorily adjusted at a lower level. Remarks 
made under the third standard, it will be remembered, were con-
earned primarily with the question of the impartiality of hear-
ing boards. Two additional considerations respecting an employ-
eets opportunity of presenting his case before a hearing board 
merit comment at this point. 
In the first place, it might appear from the standards 
and prOVisions covered thus far, that an employee is afforded a 
large measure of job security because of the existence of griev-
ance procedures within his agency. 'fhis is not entirely true, 
however, because of the fact that the removal of an employee may 
be effected by his agency without giving him access to agency 
grievance procedures. This is apparent from the uniform regUla-
tions governing separation for cause (other than because of an 
unsatisfactory efficiency rating) which follow: (1) A statement 
of charges must be filed by the agency which sets forth specific-
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1Il11y and 1n dt3tail the charEes preferred. (2) A reply may be 
~ade by the employee 1n which he answers the charges in writing 
land furnishes affidavi ts in 'support of his answer. (3) 'rhere is 
consideration of the reply by the agency, but the employee 1s not 
entitled to a hearing except in the discretion of the agency. If 
the removal is consummated by th~ agency, the employee must be 
notified in writing of the reasons therefor. (4) A formal appeal 
may be made to the Civil Service Commission by the discharged em-
plo:/ee, but the COrI.l.t'llission will not review the agency's action 
unless the employee alleges, with offer of proof, that the fore-
going three procedures were not followed, or that the removal was 
made because of marital status or race, or for political or ralig-
lous reasons. A veteran, by virtue of the Veterans Preference 
Act, may appeal to the COl'P.mission on any ground and receive a fuL 
4 
review and hearing. 
Agency procedures var) with respeot to the foregoing 
regulations. The Economio Cooperation Administration excludes ap-
peals in re removals from oonsideration under its regula.r griev-
ance procedures. The Department of Agriculture provides that an 
8.opeal may be made directly to the Civil Service Commission if an 
employee feels that proper procedure was not followed in effec tin~ 
his removal. The Department of the Interior is much less spec-
4 Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government, Programs for Strengthenin£, 63. See also the 
Lloyd-La Follette Act in Chapter I. 
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1f1c, slmply-stating that when a problem reaches the point where 
the ability of the employee "to promote the efficiency of the ser-
vice is at stake, or there is evidence of irregularities or mis-
conduct, the case should be referred for investigation, or re-
moval action ini ti& ted. It The Departments of the Air f!'orce and 
Army provide access to former employees to agency grievance pro-
cedures within certain time limits. The Departments of State and 
of Commerce, the Panama Canal and Panama Railroad Company, and 
the Department of the Navy prefer to remain silent on the removal 
problem. 
There are many opinions as to whether it 1s possible, 
difficult, or easy to remove Federal employees for cause, and a 
5 
number of reasons are advanced to support the opinions. 'l'he 
reason for so many differences probably lies in the fact that re-
porting methods do not promote good statistical compilation and 
interpretation. Figures furnished the Civil Service Commission, 
for example, on removal rates do not necessarily include employee 
who have been allowed to resign in the face of disroissal. 6 Some 
observers maintain that the statutorJ prOVisions governing dis-
5 See Spero, Government as Employer, 39; 'I\,'hi te, Intro-
duction, 426; Cahn, "B'ederal Employees in ;\"ar and Peace, It 165-
166, 171; Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of 
the Government, Programs, 62-72; Hyneman, Bureaucr>acI, 407; and 
footnote 6 followIng. 
6 See Barbara Brattin, "The Dismissal Pattern 1n the 
Public Service," Public Personnel Revie_, Chicago, October, 1947, 
211-215j the author reports 46,875 dismrssals in 1946, called 
"official dismissals." 
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oipline are too restrictive, others that the provisions are all 
right, but that the Civil Service Commission makes it diffioult 
to remove an employee, while still others maintain that neither 
the law nor the Civil Se!'vice Commission present a serious ob-
sta.cle to removal action initiated by competent adminIstrators.? 
Whether or not it is 1:(00 difficult or too easy to ef-
fect the removal of employees is beyond the purpose of this re-
port. What matters primarily with respect to this report is that 
removals can be effected within the agencies before the employee 
is given access to grievance and appeals machinery_ This man-
agerial prerogative, however, is hardly calculated to inspire 
employee confidence in his agency. It was doubtle3s the recog-
nition of this faot which moved the Federal Personnel Council to 
recommend that the agency give to the individual his rights to 
the grievance procedure and follow with a decision, rather than 
to discharge him and then notify him of grievance machinery with-
in the agency, or outside it in the Civil Service Commission. 8 
The Sub-Colnmittee on Grievanoes and Appeals has disclosed how 
this can be done: (1) Prior to filing a statement of charges, 
the agency should give evidence that oonstructive efforts were 
made to help the employee sucoeed; (2) there should be evidence 
that fair warning was given and that a reasonable trial period 
? Hyneman, Bureauoracl, 407. 
8 Federal Personnel Council, Grievances and Appeals, 
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--followed the warning; (3) the employee should not be confronted 
with new matters in the way of charges; the charges should be 
limited to matters already on record and documented. 9 In short, 
an agency's regular grievance procedure should be utilized to ef-
fect removals; it should stand up under the pressure generated by 
a removal action. This can be done if the removal action 1s prop-
erly prepared by management with the idea in mind that the action 
may be tested against the grieVance procedure, including a hear~ 
ing. This would serve to protect both employee and employer. In 
the case of the former, the possibility that the grievance will 
be heard by a hearing board safeguards the employee against dis-
missal for purely arbitrary reasons; in the case of the latter, 
the government is given an equitable method of dismIssing an un-
satisfactory employee while at the same time assuring all other 
employees that the demands of justice have been met. 
The second consideration respecting an employee's op-
portunity of presenting his case before a hearinf7 board which de~ 
serves attention is this: How is this hearinp board to function? 
The procedures of the agencies in question throw litte light on 
this question. ~"i th the exception of the Department of the Army, 
the procedures devote lit.tle more than a few words to the funct-
ioning of hearing boards; moreover their duties are stated in the 
9 Ibid., 6. 
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roost general -'of terms, viz., I'to oonduot a hearing, to learn the 
faots, and to make a decision.~ 
It may be said that the prooedures are mors interesting 
for what they inolude regarding the funotions of hearing boards 
than for what they exolude: The Economic Cooperation Administra-
tion, the Departments of the Army and Air Foroe, and the Depart-
ment of Co~meroe, for example, state that hearings are to be in-
formal and non-legalistic. The Economic Cooperation Administra-
tion discloses that the board will determine which witnesses it 
shall hear, whereas the Department of Agriculture says it will 
hear witnesses "as necessary including any suggested by the em-
ployee. ff 'llhe Department of the Army discloses that the board is 
to determine the relevancy of material and goes into some detail 
concerning the board's function, setting forth the duties of the 
Chairman of the board, and the rules of evidenoe to be observed. 
'l'he Department of the Navy, on the other hand, simply states that 
the boar'a is to establish its own internal procedure. 
Because the value of a hearing can be oompletely viti-
ated, at least in the eyes of an aggrieved employee, by the ignor 
ance or wilfull wrongdoing of board members, it is recommended 
that agency grievance procedures respecting hearines be supple-
mented with a handbook. This handbook should describe the rights 
and duties of the prinCipals involved in enough detail to assure 
an aggrieved employee that his case will be heard on an objective 
basis. Q.uestions ooncerning the summoning of witnesses, the rele-
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vancy of evidence, the duties of the Chairman, the time and 
place of hearings, the keeping of records and their availability 
to the aggrieved are so close to the heart of a hearing that 
they must be set forth for the guidance of all concerned. 
The Seventh Standard: 
An aggrieved employee ,should be given a reasonable 
amount of official time in whioh to prepare and present his 
grievance. 
Here again there may be found a wide variation in the 
provisions of agency grievance procedures relating to a stand-
ard. Some of the agenoies have liberal provisions, from the em-
ployee's point of view, while other agenoies have restriotive 
provisions. 
'!'fuile all agencies authorize absence wi thou t charge to 
the annual leaves of agg,rieved employees, i. e., "official time,tt 
and generally to their representatives and witnesses participat-
ing in the presentation of a grievance, most of the agenoies are 
vague on the question of granting official time in which to pre-
pare grievances. The Department of Agriculture, for example, 
merely states that "Time spent on appeals is o1'ficial dut}1." 'l'he 
Department of the Interior and the Economic Cooperation Adminis-
tration, on the other hand, specifically provide absence without 
charge to leave for both the preparation and presentation of 
e:rievances. 'l'he Department of the Navy gl ves permi sa ion to com-
manding officers of installations to permit official time being 
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given, but stlites that as a general rule an employee or group of 
employees should not be g:i ven offi cial time in which to prepare a 
frievance. 
The Department of Africulture and the Departments of 
the Air Force and Interior provide that, if funds are available, 
employees may be authorized trav~l funds if their presence is re-
quired at hearings, whereas the other arencies are silent on this 
point. The Department of Agriculture, the Economic Cooperation 
Administration, and the Department of the Interior specify that 
hearings are to be held as closely as possible to the locality in 
which the grievance originated or 1n which the principals reside. 
The provisions relating to thls standard point out, 
perhaps more clearly than do provisions relating to other stand-
ards, a weakness in all agency procedures included in this study. 
This weakness, varying from prOVision to provision and .from 
agency to a€ency, manifests itself in an absence of what the Sub-
Coroni ttee on Grievances and Appeals terms "auxiliary provisions. tf 
These auxiliary provisions of a grievance procedure consist of 
more or less detailed statements as to the administrative arran~· 
ments to be made and followed in grievance handling. 10 'Nhen theSE 
administrative arrangements have been set down in detail, griev-
ances can be processed more easily, delay and correspondence can 
be avoided, along with administrative embarrassment, and many 
10 Ibid., 22. 
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potential controversies eliminated. It is recommended, there-
fore, that auxiliary provisions be published by the agencies con-
cerning such matters as the time and place of hearings, the 
granting of official time for preparation and presentation of 
grievances, the conditions under which travel is authorized, and 
the preparation and maintenance of records. 
An examination of' the preceding four standards and rele· 
vant agency prOVisions indicates that supervisors could carry out 
their responsibilities in connection with grievance handling more 
effectively if they were trained to do so; further, they should 
have access to a supervisor's handbook explai.ning agency policies 
and requirements with respect to the maintenance and promotion of 
good employee relations and grievance handling. 
All agencies require that grievances be reduced to 
writing at some stage in the grievance procedure. The exact 
point at which the grievance is to be written varies from aeency 
to agency, in accordance with the needs of the individual agency. 
The choice of a proper point is best left to the discretion of 
the agenoy. 
An employeets feeling of job-security is lessened by 
the fact that he may be removed from his job before he is given 
recourse to a grievance procedure. For purposes of morale, as 
well as to insure justioe being done to both employee and employer 
removal aotions should be prepared in suoh a way as to stand up 
of themselves under agenoy grievance procedures. In this wayan 
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employee may be fiven his right to the grievance procedure before 
he is dismissed. 
Because a hearing is the keystone of a grievance pro-
cedure, and because agency procedures as a whole do not mention 
in sufficient detail the rights and duties of principals, the 
summoning of witnesses, the relevancy of material, and similar 
matters vital to the proper conduot of a hearing, agenoy griev-
ance prooedures should be supplemented with an appropriate hand-
bOOk for hearing oorrmittees. 
The auxiliary provisions conoerning the administrative 
arrangements to be made in oonneotion with grievanoe handling 
are either lacking altogether or are not given in adequate detail. 
Each agency, therefore, should faoilitate grievance handling and 
avoid potential controversies by providing appropriate auxiliary 
prOVisions for the guidance of all concerned. 
The examination of grievance procedures affecting Fed-
eral employees overseas, and the relationship of the prucedures 
to the last four standards of effeotive procedures, is continued 
in Chapter IV following. 
CHAPTER IV 
STANDARDS FOR EFFEC'I'IVE AGENCY GRIEVANCE 
PROCEDURES, CONCLUDED 
~e Ei~hth Standard for an Effective Agenc~ Qrievance Proced~: 
An employee should be unimpeded and free from restraint, 
ooercion, discrimination, and reprisal in presenting his grlev-
~nce. 
The grievance procedures of all nine agencies under con-
sideration contain statements of this standard. In general, these 
statements follow the standard almost word for word. The Depart-
~ent of Agriculture, however, states the standard in slightly more 
detail and extends the principle enunciated in the standard to the 
seeking of information for use in presenting a grievance. This 
~epartment adds a warning sentence to its statement of the stand-
ard: Disciplinary measures are to be taken if violations of the 
standard are reported, a prOVision similar to one found in the 
~partment of the Navy. The somewhat negative approach taken by 
the Department of Agriculture is more than offset, however, by the 
statement that the prinCiple of freedom enunciated in the standard 
is to apply not only to the presentation of a grievance, but to 
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employee-supervisor relationships after the problem has been ad-
judica.ted. 
In order to appreciate the sifnlficance of this Depart-
ment's policy, it is necessary to point out the constructive 
force inherent 1n an effective grievance procedure. This con-
structive role is clearly recognized by the Department of the 
Army, which states three reasons for believing its grievance pro-
cedure to be of positive value to management: (1) Its procedure 
will develop sound employee relationships by requiring line 
supervisors to make responsible decisions in personnel matters; 
(2) its procedure will disclose to mana.gement whether subordin-
ate officials are showing a proper understandinv and application 
of Departmental personnel policies; (3) its procedures serve as 
a basis for formulating objective replies to parties outside the 
Department making inquiry on behalf of aggrieved employees, such 
as congressional personnel. l 
In keeping with its belief in the positive values of an 
effective grieVance procedure, the Department provides as follows 
with respect to the principle that an employee should be unim-
peded and free from reprIsal In presenting his grievance: 
From management's point of view, the basic purpose in 
adjusting an employee's grievance 1s to retain, restore, or 
improve his status as a productive member of the work force. 
1 See also Civil Service Assembly, Employee Relations, 
124-126, for three somewhat similar reasons for believing in the 
positive values of grievance procedures. 
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Moreover, the employee seldom becomes a fully productive 
worker unless the adjustment also contributes to his satis~ 
faction.2 
Consequently, the employee's commanding officer, in ad-
dition to having the responsibility of seeing that the employee 
is unimpeded and free in presenting a grievance, is given the 
further responsibility of sesine that positive steps are taken to 
achieve the purpose quoted above. 
In view of the foregoing, it is recommended that agency 
grievance procedures contain a paragraph pointing out the posit-
ive values of the grievance procedure to both management and em-
p10yee. This recommendation assists in achieving two basic ob-
jectlves enunciated by the Sub-Committeo on Grievances and Appealf 
of the Federal Personnel Council, whIch objeotives seem to the 
Sub-Committee to be almost out of reach at the present time: 
(1) demons t,rs. tins to employees and all others oonoerned that 
agency grievance procedures can assure the Government em-
ployee a fair deal without resort to oongressional influence 
or appeal to authority outside his agency; and (2) demon-
strating to top management and supervisors that an intellig-
ently administered grievanoe procedure, far from 'tielng the 
hands of management,' is of positive value in promoting good 
supervisory relations and helping to achieve the highest 
level of morale in the 8.€,enoy staff. 3 
2 Department of the Army, Civilian Personnel Regulat-
ions, No. E2, "Employee Relations-Grievance Procedures," 1'7; in 
spea.king of the relationship of grievance handling to efficiency, 
the Chief of the Efficienoy Ratings Section of the Civil Service 
Commission has said that "where a grievance is justified, timely 
remedial aotion is needed;" see John A. Overholt, "Grievance Pro-
cedures as Aids to Morale, It Personnel Adminlstra tion, ~'lashington, 
D. C., Vol. 5, No.9, May, 1943, 8-9. 
:; Federal Personnel Council, Grievances and Appeals, 
1-2. 
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The Ninth St€ndard of an Effective Grievance Procedure: 
An employee should have the right to designate a repre-
sentative or representatives of his own choosing to help him pre-
sent his €pievance. 
All of the agencies under consideration adhere more or 
less closely to this s tanc;ard p~rmi tting an employee to choose 
one or more persons to assist or to act for him in presenting his 
rrievance. Some of the procedures, however, restrict the choice 
of the employee. The Department of' the Navy, for example, s tipu-
lates that the choice, durinF the earlier stages of the proced-
ure, 1s to be made from fellow workers; the Department of the In-
terior and the Panama Canal and Panama Railroad Company permit 
him to choose a fellow worker, a representative of an employee 
organization, or private counsel. The Department of state de-
clares that an employee is expected to present his own case, but 
that he may have a representative if he likes. This Department, 
like the Department of Commerce, also provides that a representa-
tive is to be chosen by the employeets own organization unit to 
present its side of the case; both representatives, the employee's 
and the organization unit's, are to be given an oppor-tuni ty to ex· 
amine and to reply to evidence. 
With few exceptions agency grievance procedures are 
vague in regard to setting down the number and kind of represent-
atives whose assistance an employee may elect to uti1ize.~uest­
ions which are likely to arise because of this lack of detail 
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cannot but aggrav8.te a case. This undesirable situation could be 
avoided if each agency would augment its procedures with auxil-
iary prOVisions as mentioned under the seventh standard •. 
With respect to the two agenoies specifying that priv-
ate counsel may be chosen, the Department of the Interior and the 
Panama Canal and Panama Railroad Company, it 1s regrettable that 
this privilege need exist. One of the general complaints freq-
uently leveled at agenoy grievanoe procedures holds that they are 
"technical" and "legalistlc. tt4 An agency should strive to adjust 
its internal personnel problems through internal channels; em-
ployees should be made to feel that these ohannels facilitate 
equitable adjustment and that recourse to external assistance in 
the form of private counsel is unnecessary. 
With respect to this standard of employee representa-
tion, there is some variation in agency procedures as to the 
exact stage of procedure in which representation is permissible. 
Here arain it would seem desirable to allow the agency to deter-
mine the question in the light of its individual circumstanoes. 
Determination, however, should be made with two considerat1ons 
in mind: (1) neither the letter nor the spirit of the standard 
should be violated, and (2) representation in the early stages of 
employee-supervisor discussion would have a tendency to formalize 
4 Ibid., 4. 
85 
the procedure, making the muoh-desired informal adjustment more 
diffioult. 
The Tenth Standard: 
The agency must reoognize the rig:ht of the employee to 
join, or to refrain from joining, an employee assooiation without 
interferenoe, reprisal, or ooerqion--with the following exoept-
ions: (l) the employee may not be a member of an organization 
which imposes an obligation on him to strike against the United 
~tates;5 nor (2) may he be a member of any organization whioh ad-
~ocates the overthrow of our constitutional form of government. 6 
This standard reflects the efforts of Federal employee 
~ssociations to achieve a recognition denied them in the past 
when publio administrators were more inolined to regard them with 
suspicion or hostility.7 
Analysis of the frievance procedures under study is best 
5 The Taft-Hartley Act of 1947 (61 Stat. Ch. 120, 'l'itle 
III, Sec. 305; P. L. 201, 80th Cong., 1st Sess., 1947) makes it 
unlawful t'for any individual employed by the United States or any 
agency thereof ••• to partiOipate in any strike." 
8 Section 9A of the Hatch Act of 1939 (5~ Stat. Ch. 
410, 1148) makes such membership unlawful. 
7 See Mosher and Kingsley, Public Personnel Administra-
tion, 515. With respect to the general question of "recognition," 
Repr. l~'ithrow of lNisconsin has introduced a bill (fiR 571) to give 
"offiCial recognition" to Federal employee associations, stating 
that as matters now stand, such groups have no official entree to 
Government departments for the presentation of grievances in be-
half of their members; see U. S. Congress, Congressional Recor!!, 
82nd Cong., 1st Sess., Vol. 97, No. 150, August, 1951, A5385. 
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aooomplished ~y reducing the terms of the standard to its four 
logical questions. Such reduction is made neoessary by the faot 
that the grievanoe prooedures do not lend themselves at all 
readily to analysis with respeot to the standard as a whole. 
What do the prooedures sa.y with respeot to reoognizing 
the right of the employee to jol.n, or to refrain from joining, a 
lawful assooiation? Toe Departments of the Interior and the Air 
Foroe expressly reoognize the right to join or not to join, where-
as the Department of the Army merely states the employee has a 
right to join suoh associations. The Department of the Navy, the 
Eoonomio Cooperation Administration, and the Departments of Com· 
merce, State, and Ag~iculture are silent on the question. 
What do the procedures say with respect to reoognizing 
a right to join an association which imposes an obliEation to 
strike? 1he Department of the Army simply states that an employeE 
has a right to join an assooiation whose activities are "within 
the limits imposed by the circumstanoes of government employment.! 
The Department of the Air Foroe has a similar prOVision stating 
that the subject-matter of group presentations must be "within 
the area of administrative disoretion permitted by Federal law, 
re&-::ula tions and exeou ti ve orders. If The Department of the Interiol 
is more explioit and expressly forbids employees being members of 
associations imposing an obligation to strike. 'The remaining 
agenoies are silent on this question. 
~~t do the prooedures say with respeot to reoognizing 
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fA right to jO'in an association advoca ting the overthrow of our 
constitutional form of government? The Departments of the Army 
and Air Foroe provisions, as noted under the preceding question, 
would prohibit such association. The Departments of Corr~eroe 
and state, and the Economio Cooperation A&ninistration touch on 
this question only indireotly by way of their loyalty and seour-
ity provisions. The remaining ae:enoies do not speoifically refer 
to the que s tion. 
1~e faot that not all agenoies make explicit answer to 
the preceding questions concerning employee association is quite 
understandable, however, in the light of existing legislation. 
The Lloyd-La Follette Act has led to recognition of the right of 
association on the part of Federal employees, and the Taft-Hart-
ley and Hatch Aots forbid the two types of assooiation referred 
to in the standard. Consequently, agencies vary in their provis-
ions concerning rights of association; some prefer to spell out 
what Is permissible, while others do not believe this to be any 
more necessary than that they should enumerate, for example, all 
of the laws affeoting employees as private citizens. 
T'ne fourth question relating to this standard of as-
sociation that comes to mind is this: '1lhat do the -procedures say 
with respect to agenoy-employee association relationships in gen-
eral? The procedures, exoept as has been noted in answering the 
three previous questions, throw little light on this subject. 
The Department of the Interior, the Eoonomic Cooperation Adminls-
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tration, and~the Departments of State and Agriculture are silent. 
The Department of Corrmeroe and the Department of the Navy merely 
state that group proposals are considered as falling outside the 
provisions of their grievanoe procedures. The Departments of the 
Army and Air Force, on the other hand, each contain a section 
stating that group proposals having installation-wide signific-
ance are to be taken up directly with the commanding officer of 
the installation; further prOVision is made with respeot to such 
matters as the distribution of literature by association members, 
the use of bulletin boards, the holding of meetings, and similar 
matters. These provisions are based on reoommendations contained 
in Q suggested guide for effeotive relationships with organized 
employee groups prepared by the Federal Personnel Counoi1. 8 The 
Panama Canal and f'anama Railroad Company goes a step further and 
quotes these recommendations in their entirety, without, however. 
indicating whether it intends to be guided by them, either in 
whole or 1n part. 
Since, for purposes of clarity and consistency, all 
personnel policies shOUld be in writing and available to employee~ 
and because policies concerning relationships with employee assoc-
iations are a part of an agency's personnel polic1es, each agencJ 
should make known its policies with respect to employee associa-
tions. For an agency to fail to do so is to invite suspicion on 
8 Federal Personnel Council. Suggested Guide, pamphlet 
of August 23, 1951, 1626 K Street, N. W., Washington, 25, D. C. 
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the part of e!nployee groups tha.t the agenoy is reluotant to oom-
mit itself to principles, and prefers to deal with them on a 
purely arbitrary basis. 
The Eleventh, and Last, Standard: 
Provision should be made for the publication, and dis-
tribution to all employees, of the agency's grievance prooedure 
- . 
so that all employees will be fully informed of their rights as 
to the presentation of their grievances, and the procedure through 
whioh these rights may be eXercised. 
Six of the agencies make no reference in their prooed-
ures as to the publication and distribution of the material there-
in. The Department of the Army states that all installations are 
to take appropriate steps to assure the procedures being brought 
to the attention of all employees, and the Department of Agrioult-
ure states that arrangements should be made for each new employee 
to be given a copy of the procedures. The provisions respecting 
the circulation of the procedures in these two agencies, however, 
are not nearly as effective as those of the Department of the In-
terior. This latter agenoy states in the transmittal sheet ac-
oompanying the employee-management guide, of which the prooedures 
are a part, that the guide 1s to be included in employee hand-
books, house organs, and bureau releases; moreover that supervis-
ors are to be instructed to study the guide, 
It may be concluded from the foregoinE, that most of the 
agencies adhere only loosely to this standard, with the result 
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that both employees and supervisors in many instances will be un-
aware of the existence and nature of agency grievance procedures. 
'l'his conclusion is reinforced by the Sub-Commi ttee on Grievances 
and Appeals, for it reports that numbers of employees in various 
agencies, espeoially 1n the field service with which this study 
is concerned, are unaware of their rights under agency grievanoe 
procedures. 9 
It is recommended, therefore, that agencies follow thE 
example of the Department of the Interior. This agency makes its 
g~ievance procedures a part of an employee-management guide of an 
educational nature, and states E£! the information therein is to 
be publicized. In addition it might have fixed the responsibil-
ity for such publicity upon particular persons or offices. 
An examination of the preceding four standards and 
relevant agency provisions indicates that agency grieVance pro-
cedures, with few exceptions, are weak with respect to pointing 
out the positive values of the procedures; they should be 
strengthened accordingly. 
The satisfactory adjustment of grievances is made more 
difficult in the absence of auxiliary provisions, as referred to 
in Chapter II, concerning such important matters as the number 
and kind of representatives an employee may choose to assist him. 
Internal channels for the adjustment of grievances 
should be made so effective that aggrieved employees will prefer 
9 Federal Personnel Council, Grievances and Appeals, 
8. 
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them to such~xternal channels as are afforded by lawyers, con-
fressman and other officials, and groups outside the agency. 
The exact point at which an aggrieved employee 1s per-
mitted to choose a representative to assist him is best deter-
mined by the individual agency. 
Agency grievance procedures, with few exceptions, are 
silent with respect to the policy the agency will follow in deal-
ing with employee associations. Since agencies do not hesitate tc 
state their personnel policies touching upon employees individ-
ually, their silence in reference to policies touching upon them 
collectively can be construed as a reluctance to commit them-
selves. This reluctance does not encourage the confidence of 
employee associations, whose lobb~ is a powerful one,lO and who 
may be expected to continue their eft'orts to have appeals handl«l 
outside the agency.1I As was stated earlier, internal channels 
for grievance handling must be improved; employees individually 
and collectively must be convinced they can get justice within 
the agency and without resort to congressional influence or other 
10 l~ite, Introduction, 456. The methods of public 
employee associations are SimIlar to those of other groups seek-
ing to influence legislation, viz., lobbying, publioity, and 
political aotion; see Friedrich, Problems of the American Public 
Service, 233. . --. -
11 White, Introduction, 427-428, reports that I·argu-
ments against an independent tribunal have so far prevailed. Op-
ponents of the proposal assert that it over-emphasizes the rights 
of the employee and fails to give sufficient recognition to the 
interest of the responsible official." See also Civil Service 
Assembly, ~plolee Relations, 27. 
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a.uthority outside the agency. It is recommended, therefore, that 
&[encies publish the polioies they expect to follow in dealing 
with employee associations, using as a guide the "Suggested 
Guide ll of the Federal Personnel Council. 
Many employees and supervisors cannot help but be un-
aware of their rights and duties in connection with their 
agency's grievance procedure. It is recommended that agencies 
make known to all concerned the existence and nature of their 
grievance procedures. Ideally, this would be done throuFh the 
publication and distribution of an employee-management handbook 
of an educational nature. 
GHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS 
With respect to the conolusions that can be drawn from 
the foregoing analysis of agency.grievance procedures affecting 
~ederal employees overseas, two broad categories can be made: 
those conclusions based on the letter of the standards given by 
the Civil Service Commission, and those based on their spirit. 
~he analysis discloses an adherence, of varying strength, to the 
~etter of the standards on the part of all the agencies studied. 
A different situation prevails, however, with respect to the 
spirit of the standards. "1!hile it is quite natural to find 
variations in prooedures due to differences in agency objectives 
and working conditions, the analysis discloses variations that 
can be attributed only to non-adherence to the spirit of the 
standards. 
It would be futile to attempt to draw conclusions and 
Ipecommendations concerning the grievance procedures solely on the 
letter of the eleven standards, for these standards have been re-
~oved from their historical and social context in a much bI"Oader 
field, the field of employee relations. Consequently, the con-
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plus ions and ~ecommendations that follow, while based upon the 
grievance procedures of the agencies included in this study, are 
~ade with the field of employee relations in mind as well. The 
~pirit of the standards, more subtle than their letter, u?on 
~hich these conclusions and reoommendations are based, can be dis-
covered only by such a broad approach. 
The spirit of the standards, which should be reflected 
~n agency grievance procedures, is lacking with respect to the 
matter of employee participation. The grievance procedures in-
~icate a reluctance to secure employee participation in develop-
~ng and formulating the procedures themselves. Because employees 
~nd supervisors have a knowledge of working conditions and relat-
~onships which is not accessible to top management, they should be 
~ncouraged to participate in the improvement of the procedures. 
~n the rela ti vely small organizations, such as are apt to be found 
pverseas, employee participation in the development and improve-
Fnent of grieva.nce procedures oan be obtained through the tlsuggest-
ion box" method. Top management, being in the best position to 
supply the encouragement mentioned, should initiate improvements 
in written procedures with this end 1n mind. As has been previous 
ly pointed out, regulations arising, at least in part, from within 
an organization are more likely to be accepted cooperatively than 
those imposed upon the group from above. Employee participation 
should also be effected in the establishment of grievance hearing 
committees. The members of these hearing committees should be 
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selected from~panels established through employee-employer co-
operation. The panel method enables both employees and employers 
to appoint to the panel persons from within the aFency who are 
familiar with the organization and problems of the agency. In 
this way a specialized grievance hearing committee of well-qual-
ified as well as impartial members may be established, a committee 
in which both management and employees can have confidence. 
Hearings, the keystone of grievance procedures, are not 
well provided for in the majority of agency procedures. They are 
the weakest step in the relatively simple and adequate staircase 
whereby an aggrieved employee is able to present his grievance to 
his immediate supervisor and carry it up the line of authority to 
the agency head. Agency procedures in general do not mention in 
sufficient detail the rights and duties of principals nor the 
provisions governing such important mattere as the summoning of 
witnesses and the relevancy of testimony and evidence. Conseq-
uently, it is recommended that agencies supplement their griev-
ance procedures with an appropriate handbook for the guidance of 
grievance-hearing committees. If an adequate hearing is conductec 
at the logical place, near the locality in which the grievance 
originates, or 1n which the principals reside, there is little 
point. in holding additional hearings within the agency at higher 
levels. An appeal from the decision rendered as a consequence of 
this hearing can be directed to successively higher levels of 
authority, on the basis of the record, to the agency head. The 
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submission of~evidence alleged by the appellant to be new and rel-
~vant. should be grounds for a re-hearing, however, as is pres-
ently provided for in most procedures. The decision as to whether 
the alleged new and relevant evidenoe affords sufficient grounds 
for a re-hearlng, however, should be made by an authority higher 
than that of the original hearin~ level. 
Auxiliary provisions concerning the administrative ar-
rangements to be made in oonneotion with grievance handlIng are, 
in general, either lacking altogether or are not given in enough 
detail to faoilitate grievance adjustment. A grievance that was 
of a simple nature when first presented to the grievance proced-
ure, and which was of concern to only one employee, can conceiv-
ably beoome considerably agp,ravated and the concern of an entire 
staff through oontroversy caused by the lack of auxiliary provis-
ions~ These provisions should specify the number and kind of 
representatives an aggrieved employee may choose to assist him, 
when and where hearings may be held, the circumstances under which 
official time is granted for the preparation and presentation of 
grievanoes, the ciroumstanoes under which travel funds may be 
furnished, and similar measures designed to forestall oontroversy 
at each stage of the grievanoe prooedure. 
All of the grievanoe procedures affeoting Federal em-
ployees overseas stress the importance of adjusting grievanoes in-
formally, and all point out the responsibilities of immediate 
supervisors in effecting this adjustment. Few of the procedures, 
r 
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however, giv~ any hint as to how these responsibilities are to 
be disoharged. 1,~ile suoh advice respecting the techniques of 
grievance handling is too lengthy to be incorporated in a griev-
anoe procedure, reference should be made therein as to where 
this advioe oan be obtained. To meet this need, agencies which 
have not already done so should,publish supervisor's handbooks 
explaining agency policies with respect to the maintenanoe and 
promotion of good employee relations and the techniques of griev-
ance handling. Ideally, courses in supervisory training in em-
ployee relations should be part of an a.genoy's proEram to pro-
mote staff morale and efficiency. In short, more emphasis 
should be plaoed on the preventive aspects of grievance handlinf" 
and less relianoe put upon the functioning of formal grievanoe 
machinery. This is espeoially true in the oase of the Federal 
employee overseas, who is stationed at a great distance from the 
"home office", and whose living and working oonditions differ 
from those of the employee in the United States. 
Perhaps the most confusing aspect of grievance prooed-
ures, to both "forelgn lt and "domestic" Federal employees, Is the 
multiplioity of grievance-handling channels that exists among the 
agencies. The number of types of grievances that are excluded 
from regular agenoy procedures varies from agency to aiLenoy. 
With the exception of loyalty cases, all types of grievanoes can 
be integrated into a unified system of grievance handling. This 
could be accomplished within the framework of existing laws and 
"II 
i 
, 
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regulations by the Civil Service Commission. Agency officials 
themselves, however, should take the initiative in establishing 
a unified system of grievance handling. Si::nply to exclude cert-
ain types of grievances from their grievance procedures on the 
grounds that other channels are available outside the agency is a 
shirking of responsibili ty on th.e part of agenc:! officials. The 
existence of such an attitude 1s difficult to understand on the 
part of officials who have long maintained that an employee'S 
fitness is a matter of judgment to be determined by an agency 
head, and that the power to hire should carry with it the power 
to fire. l As has been previously indicated, the internal.channels 
for agency grievanoe handling must be improved. Employees, both 
individually and oollectively, must be shown they can get justice 
within the agency. Unless they are, they may be expected to con-
tinue their effort to establish tribunals independent of the 
agency, an effort which, if successful, could conceivably limit 
the freedom necessary to an agency head to operate effectively. 
It is recommended, therefore, that agency officials take the in-
itiative in integrating their grievance procedures as part of 
their program to improve the internal channels for handling griev-
ances. 
other efforts toward improvement that should be made, 
1 These two principles were formally enunciated by the 
courts 1n Taylor .!. Taft, Secretary of War, 24 App., D. C. 95, in 
1904, and in Myers v. U. S., 272 U. S. 52, in 1926, respectively; 
see Mosher and Kingsley, Public Personnel Administration, foot-
note, 3 t!4. 
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and that hav~already been mentioned, include the following: The 
positive values of agency grievance procedures in promoting staff 
efficiency and morale should be pointed out to sunervisors and 
top management. As to the rank and file of employees, more ser-
ious efforts must be made to insure that they are made aware of 
the existence and nature of agency grievance procedures; this is 
a necessary preliminary step in the process of demonstrating to 
them that they can find fair treatment within the agency and 
without recourse to authorities outside the agency. 
"ihere field ins talla tions are allowed to dev 1a te from 
an aeency's grievance procedures, such as may be expected to 00-
cur in overseas situations, prior approval of suoh deviation 
should be made mandatory in the interests of consistency and 
equi ty. 
Removal actions should be prepared in such a way as to 
withstand the pressure of an agency's grievance procedure. If 
this 1s done properly, no harm need come to either the grievance 
machinery or the agency. Employee morale and efficiency would be 
promoted by the knowledge that an employee oannot be surrrnarily 
removed from his position, far from home, without being given re-
course to a grievance procedure, including a fair hearing. In 
serious matters warranting immediate action, the employee can be 
suspended, an investigation made, the employee notified of the 
removal action contemplated and of his ril?ht to the grievance 
procedure, and the removal action initiated if the investigation 
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so warrants. 
Agency grievance procedures, with few exceptions, are 
almost completely silent with respect to the policy the agency 
intends to follow in dealing with employee associations. In 
keeping with the objective of improving: the internal channels 
for grievance handling, it is recommended that agencies publish 
the policies they intend to follow, using as a euide therefor 
the recommendations of the Federal Personnel Council. 
The foregoing conclusions and recommendations have 
been derived more or less necessarily from the provisions of the 
procedures themselves. There is, however, another class of con-
clusions and recommendations that can be derived from this study 
as a whole. They do not have their support in the written pro-
visions themselves, but rather in inferences from the stUdy as a 
whole. This second class of conclusions and recommendations is 
given as follows: 
As was stated on page 4 herein, grievance procedures 
represent a compromise between two confllctinf desires: the de-
sire to five the administrative official enough latitude to en-
able him to build a good working force, and the desire to protect 
the employee against unwarranted injury and to encourage his be-
lief that his agency is a good place to work. Criticisms of pro-
cedures, for the most part, are made in terms of these two de-
sires. Some hold that administrative officials are unduly re-
stricted, while others maintain the employees are unduly re-
.. 
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stricted, with a consequent loss of morale on both sides. Both 
critioisms oan find support in the grievanoe prooedures studied 
herein, depending upon whioh provision of whioh procedure is se-
lected as evidence. However, with the exoeption of certain pro-
visions, as have been noted herein, it would appear that, in 
general, the grievanoe prooedures are reasonably equitable and 
workable when measured against the standards of the Civil Servioe 
Commission. This is not, however, to minimize the need for im-
provements designed to make them more equitable and workable. 
1vith the exception of the Department of State and the 
Economic Cooperation Administration, the agencies have written 
their procedures with the "domestic" employee in mind. This is 
apparent from the absence of provisions relating to overseas em-
ployees speoifioally, their living and working conditions, and 
the organizational structure in whioh they perform their dutitis. 
Overseas offioials should be given responsibility and commensur-
ate authority for adjusting grievanoes overseas at or near the 
locality in whioh they originate. Appeal should be provided for, 
on the basis of the record, to the agency head in the United 
States. The provisions for such appeal, however, should permit 
the employee to present all evidence the employee thinks is rel-
evant, rather than that deemed relevant by the overseas official. 
It is also apparent that the problem of grievances over-
seas should be related in the thinking of personnel officials to 
the problem of recruitment for overseas duty. The personnel of-
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ficials in eaeh agency havinf, employees overseas should provide 
for close coordination between offices in the United states hand-
ling recruitment and offices overseas handling rrievances; this 
coordina tion should be aimed at reducing the number of gI'ievances 
arising overseas by proper recruiting in the United States. 
The chief value of erievance procedures would seem to 
be that they p;ive the employee confidence in his agency; this is 
an important morale-building factor. The confidence is inspired 
by the fact that the employee 1 s supervisors may be deterred by 
the existence of grievance procedures from subjecting him to ad-
verse personnel actions for purely arbitrary reasons. In this 
respect supervisors and employees alike should be made aware that 
Public Law 623 of the 80th Congress provides for paying compensa-
an appeal is not upheld, the facts, circumstances, and regulations 
which led to the decision are to be made known to the appellant. 
This is a provision contained in the procedure of the Department 
of the Navy and should be found in all other agency Frievance pro-
cedures if the problem of appeals is to be minimized. 
The status of employee relations and grievance proced-
ures is determined primarily by the desires of the Chief Executive 
and Congress, as is apparent from the history of executive and 
legislative actions affecting the public service. These public 
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officials ar; moved by their understanding of what the public de-
sires in the way of employee relations and griev ance pro'~edures. 
Consequently, any long-term plan, such as the '~'hi tley Council 
system used in England, designed to improve ricvance procedures 
should be aimed at informing the public as to what is desirable. 
,~--------------------~ 
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